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Executive Summary

During 1989 more than 23,000 parents and educators representing 429 schools
across the state returned surveys from the State Department of Education as part of
the Triennial Evaluation of Special Education, Phase I. These surveys addressed
three purposes:

(1) Overall assessment of the California Resource Specialist
programs serving LD/RSP students and the schools in
which they are located,

(2) Identification of underlying themes and common
evaluations, and

(3) Determination of the extent to which LD/RSP student
achievement and Resource Specialist Program outcomes
can be explained by various operational and support factors.

Eleven different survey forms were employed, soliciting information across
many dimensions of interest. Five of these are analyzed in this report:

(1) Educator opinions on overall school functioning and
approval.

(2) Parental opinions towards the school and the Resource
Specialist Program.

(3) Educator views on the type, quantity, and quality of staff
development activities.

(4) Reports on the types of instructional strategies used in
Resource Specialist Programs for LD/RSP students and the
amount of time spent by the teachers in different activities.

(5)  Perceptions on the effectiveness of the Resource Specialist
Program in achieving program exit for LD/RSP students
(return of LD/RSP students to the regular classroom) ard
program transition (from school to adult life).

Additionally, learning disabled student performance on the 1987-88 Califorria
Assessment Program (CAP) tests in grades three, six, and eight were examined for
their potential relationship to program quality indicators.

While the large nuinber of respondents from both educator and parent groups

insure that data are reliably representative of opinions throughout California, a
tendency to view one’s own crganization positively, a kind of "halo effect”, could
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introduce some bias into the data. Hence, the results reported should be interpreted
using the respondent’s frame of reference s a guide.

Overasll Findings

Both parents and educators give the California Resource Specialist Programs
a strongly positive evaluation. Differences exist among the respondent groups
(Principals, Vice-Principals, Regular Education Teachers, Special Education Teachers,
Parents of Regular Education Students, and Parents of Special Education Students),
as well as between the level of education (Elementary versus High School). These
differences are relatively modest, however, with each group still shewing support for
the program. This common message of broad-based support for the Resource
Specialist Program is somewhat surprising given the popular conception of difficulties
and dissatisfaction.

Overall there is a high degree of satisfaction with the various programs in
the state as reflected on all of the surveys.

Parents were very positive in their assessment of California public schools.
They expect their children to succeed in school and graduate from high school. They
also feel confident in the public schools’ ability to provide support and direction to
their students but don't feel that academic achievement and parent involvement are
en phasized enough. Schools, it seems, are better at setting expectations than at
focosing parental attention on such academic matters as homework, academic
achievement and child motivation.

On the whole, parents of special education students tend to give a strong
endorsement to LD/RSP programs although a small group of these parents do not feel
encouraged to participate and are disappointed with the quality of their children’s
schooling.

Professional educators in the survey were even more positive in their
assessment of the school than were the parents. Strongest support was recorded for
statements reporting enthusiasm and dedication on the part of LD/RSP staff
members. Lower levels of agreement were reported for itemns dealing with student
assessment, instructional planning, and prograx. flexibility.
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Mean scores for thz Resource Specialist Program show that educators
throughout California are convinced that resource rooms support classroom
success for special education students.

California educators endorse long-term student services through resource room
support outside the regular classroom. They also believe that these needed services
are currently being provided by Resource Specialists.

Staff development activities are attended about twice a year and most
frequently deal with some aspect of language learning followed by
techniques for teaching mathematics.

The in-services are conducted in a variety of locations and by different agencies.
Most appreciated are those held at local schools, districts and county offices, and
SELPAs. The least appreciated location is the State Department of Education.
Overall location has little impact on staff appreciation of program quality. Elementary
principals are the most enthusiastic about in-service efforts followed by high school
principals. High school teachers in both regular and special education programs are
the least satisfied. Elementary school teachers in the regular program expressed an
average degree of satisfaction w-ith in-service efforts.

Resource Specialists devote just under two-thirds of their day to direct
interaction with students.

Preparing for direct interaction activities accounts for an additional twenty-two
percent of their time. A smaller amount, twelve percent of their time, is dedicated
to non-instructional tasks.

Pull-out strategies are favored twice as much as are those involving in-class
activities. When in-class instruction is offered by Resource Specialists, however,
various techniques are used. Whole class instruction is used most often during in-
class sessions while small groups are mostly utilized in pull-out sessions.

The preparation of LD/RSP students for academic performance and adult
life are the major goals of the Resot: ce Specialist Program.

School personnel responding to the Exit Criteria Survey ranked the
improvement of reading skills as most important. It was ranked four and one-half
times more importani than the lowest ranked criterion of academic discrepancy
criceria. They also thought that consumer education, instruction in financial matters,
specific employment skills and job-interviewing training were important elements in
a strong transitional program.
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The parent surveys highlight three dimensions in their understanding of
school programs.

These dimensionsare: 1) Shared Instructional Involvement, stressing the ability
of schools to assist parents in helping children through mutual teacher-parent
communication; 2) Organizational Effectiveness, stressing parental perceptions of
school rules and priorities, school safety, and the nurturing qualities of school
personnel; and 3) an emphasis on Academic Learning that focuses on homework, good
study skills, and school pride. Good schools, according to parents, are strong on
shared instructional involvement, are organizationally effective, and stress academic
concerns for all children. Parents of special education children tend to see shared
instructional involvement as the most important of these themes while parents of
students in the regular program focus first on the academic emphasis of the school,
followed by the school’s organizational effectiveness. Special education parents
further refine their perceptions of the schools by identifying two other evaluation
themes: 1) Overall Pregram Quality and 2) the IEP process.

Professional educators interpret the general school programs along three
dimensions.

These dimensions are: 1) Principal Leadership, identifying the various ways in
which site level administrators support the program by close involvement with the
goals and operations of the program as well as through interactions with teachers,
parents, and students; 2) Effective Classroom Practices, stressing how effective
classroom practices positively impact on student lcarning; and 3) Effective Teaching
Strategies, or the modification of teaching techniques and materials to meet the
learning needs of individual students.

Professional educators evaluate school special education programs using seven
common themes: 1) the Quality of Life Preparation made available to learning
disabled students, an assessment of how schools are preparing students to participate
in the community through specific curricular provisions; 2) Confidence in the Learning
Disabled Studeut to succeed in life after graduation from high school; 3) Principal
Leadership in Special Education, as a factor instrumental in the success of the
program; 4) the link between the RSP and Regular Instructicn, focusing on serving
LD/RSP students in the regular classroom setting; 5) Resource Specialist
Professionalism as an important element in the cugoing school program (as well as
serving as an overall approval of the R3P); 6) Student Exit Status, showing that few
students return to special education programs after exiting them and that exited
students are performing well in regular classrooms; and 7) Service Concentration,
keeping resources focused entirely on the needs of LD/RSP students.

The Exit Criteria Survey produced two themes perceived to be important in

successful special education programs: 1) the inclusion of a Job Training program
focusing on consumer education, financial skills, job interviewing skills, instruction in
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learning what saills are important for maintaining employment, as well as learning
what skills are important for given work; and 2) broad based External Support of the
Curriculum from both the principal and community groups.

Differences Among Respondent Groups

While the dominant message of the Triennial Evaluation study is one of
broad-based support and appreciation for California’s Resource Specialist Programs,
respondent groups differ substantially in their assessment of schools and programs.
Standard deviations in question responses are quite large, indicating a broad range of
feelings about most aspects of these programs. Special educators tend to believe that
learning disabled students are returned to the regular classroom when they have
overcome the discrepancy between achievement and ability which led to their
identitication as eligible students. Other teachers tend to see exit as based more on
improved classroom behavior and an enhanced desire to learn. More substantial
differences are found in the way teachers and administrators view the LD/RSP
program in the context of overall school operations. Specialist teachers feel that the
program is more successful in returning students to the regular classroom and view
their own professionalism more positively. Regular teachers have more positive
feelings about the use of effective teaching practices and have a higher confidence in
the ability of LD/RSP students.

Five questions in the General School Survey probe educators’ views regarding
the importance and goals of the LD/RSP progcams. These issues have been the
center of attention in recent state-level discussions of special education program
reform. Responses to all five of these questions confirm the commitment of education
professionals throughout the state to providing special education services through
LD/RSP programs. As would be expected, special educators give stronger
endorsement to the delivery of services outside the regular classroom setting. All
respondents, however, support a mixture of in-class consultation and pull-out
programs. Special education teachers have a greater willingness to believe that
students witk learning disabilities are best served outside the regular classroom and
through direct instruction. Regular class teachers, especially at the high school level,
are more inclined to support insiruction in regular classrocms, with specialists
consulting rather than offering direct instruction. Regular educators are also more
willing to trade the RSP program for lower class size.

Sources of Program Success
Multivariate statistical analysis of the patterns of survey responses revealed

underlying themes that were also not entirely expected. These relationships
summarize into several important points:
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OFarents generally take a more positive view of the School and
the Resource Specialist Program when:

(1) they are more involved in the process of their child’s
education,

(2)  there ic a higher rate of contact between student and
teachers, and

(3)  the teaching criteria emphasize achievement and shared
instructicaal involvement.

OTeachers rate their functioning more positively when:

(1)  they describe their work environment as consisting of
collegial relationships in which they are encouraged to
exchange views,

(2)  effective classroom and teaching practices are used, and

(3) more time is allowed for the delivery of direct instruction
and instructional planning (as opposed to general
supervision or administrative activities).

OAdministrators perceive a higher level of functioning when:

{1)  there is a greater sense of leadership on issues concerning
special education, and

(2) stronger links occur between the Resource Specialist
Program and programs in regular education (encouraging
higher exit rates).

Relating views on program support to either specific program functions or
student achievement proved to be only somewhat informative. The relativ >ly low
predictive power of these relationships probably results from the fact that many
sources of variation were not included in the survey process. Additional explanatory
factors might include: the socio-economic status of each family, school district size and
relative wealth, the availability and use of technology, and the influence of local
conditions on school performance. In addition, several potentially important interest
groups were not included in the surveys, including both regular and special education
students, local businesses and employers, and community and civic leaders.
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Predicting Resource Specialist Program Outcomes

Data from the surveys address several alternative LD/RSP program outcomes.
The three most important are: 1) CAP score achievement, 2) academic achievement
based exiting to regular classrooms, and 3) non-academic quality of life attainment by
LD/RSP students. Despite its attractiveness as an objective achievement measure,
the use of CAP scores with learning disabled students is problematic and necessitates
caution in interpretation. Beyond the outcome differences discussed by survey
respondents, it is quite likely that school operation factors not measured also
contribute significantly to the achievement of LD/RSP students.

The strongest relationships in the data are as follows:

OAmong LD/RSP students CAP scores raise some concern about
program operations as well as outcomes:

(1) CAP scores for the LD/RSP students are quite low, and widely
dispersed. On average, LD/RSP students score below all but 0.5 percent
of all students in California. In fact, more than 25 percent of all
LD/RSP classes score below 0.1 percent of all classes in the state,
suggesting that students formerly classified as mentally retarded may
now be assigned to these classes. The range for schools with 15 or more
LD/RSP students covers more than 190 scale score points (more than 4.5
standard deviations). While this may only reflect the fact that CAP is
not designed for this population, it may also mean that very uneven
standards are used to identify students for admission to these programs.

(2) Some of the variance in LD /RSP class CAP scores can be predicted from
operational features of school programs. Specifically, CAP scores for
these students are higher when:

(@) educator confidence in the abilities of the
students is higher,

(b) greater use of "pull-out" services is reported,
and

(c) teachers more frequently employ effective
classroom practices.

OEmphasis on using academic criteria in the reassignment of
learning disabled students to regular education programs go
up when there is:

(1) more reported emphasis on effective teaching strategies,
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(2) increased attention to the developmental aspects of
LD/RSP programs,

(8)  a lower perceived linkage to the regular school program,
and

(4) lessparental confidence in the ability ¢ f the school to fulfill
its JEP commitments.

OQuality of life outcomes are reported to be higher when:

(1)  schools emphasize effective classroom and teaching
practices,

(2)  there is more confidence in the abilities of LD students,
and

(8)  school administvators provide better leadership and
direction.

Since different LD/RSP program factors predict different program outcomes,
it is important to review the goals and purposes of the Resource Specialist Program.

Alternative Resource Specialist Program Goals
California’s Resource Specialist Programs have three competing goals:

(1) TheRSP should secure equal academic achievement
outcomes for all students.

Those who emphasize this goal argue that learning disabled students are
capable of the same achievement as regular education students, given
specialized services designed to help them overcome their iearning
disability. Measures of academic achievement, such as CAP test scores
and High School graduation rates, are used to determine program
success. High quality Resource Specialist services are expectec to enable
these students to attain CAP scores comparable to other students.

(2) The RSP should overcome problems and give all
students access to the same school curriculum.

Those who hold this position argue that learning disabled students have
temporary problems which can be overcome by coucentrated, but
temporary, special education services. The goal is resolution of the
disability and return of the identified learning disabled students to the
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regular classroom. If this goal is to be achieved appropriately, students
should exit from the Resource Specialist Program with improved
academic performance and be able to compete successfully with other
students.

From this perspective, equality of educational opportunity means

. enabling all students to perform successfully without continuing
specialized help. It would imply en emphasis on equalizing student
capacity for school achievement and then exiting students from the
learning disabled programs.

(3) The Resource Specialist Program should provide
specialized educational programs aimed at preparing
learning disabled students to achieve a high quality
of life in non-academic areas such as independent
living, participation in community life, and holding
productive employment.

Those who hold this position argue that learning disabled students are
not able (or at least not likely) to achieve the same academic levels as
other students. Hence, equality of educational opportunity does not
mean reaching the same academic goals. Rather, equality means that
students will have equally fulfilling and preductive lives in areas that do
not depend on academic skill levels. Adult life skills that lead to
independence, productivity, and satisfaction are substituted for narrow
school academic goals.

How well do California’s Resource Specialist Programs reach each of these
goals?

The Triennial Evalnation data does not provide a definitive answer to this
question. The data do, however, show that:

(1)  The academic level of resource specialist students is well
below that of their regular program classmates.

(2) Where academic criteria are used to control exit from the
programs, students who remain within the Resource
Specialist Program also achieve better. That is, this goal is
complementary with the first rather than in competition
. with it.

(83) Where Resource Specialist Programs concentrate on
improving the quality of life preparation for learning
dissbled students, parents and educators give higher
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approval to the schools, attributing the result to a
correlation of strong principal leadership and effective
instructional strategies.

Policy Implications

The following three policy issues are offered as examples of issues brought into
focus by the results of the Triennial Evaluation survey. These policy issues are:

(1) What should be done about the competing goals being
served by the LD/RSP programs?

If achievement in all goal areas were enhanced by the same program elements,
there would be no issue here. Unfortunately, CAP score improvement requires
different program emphases than does returning LD/RSP students to the mainstream
or enhancing their quality of life through an emphasis on democratic participation,
holding a job and other "quality of life" outcomes. The state of California faces a
dilemma: there are no acceptable criteria for measuring LD/RSF program
productivity on any one of its three major goals. On a statewide basis CAP tests
delineate the difference between students in these programs and those in regular
classrooms, but these tests are not designed for low achieving students or for
assessing the achievement of small groups. Successful return of LD/RSP students to
regular classrooms may be a measure of program productivity, but there are no
broadly accepted criteria for deciding when program exit is appropriate. And quality
of life is not even clearly designed as a goal, much less amenable to measurement. If
the State seeks to hold LD/RSP program staff accountable for student achievement,
it is imperative that appropriate standards be set and reliable measures of progress
toward those standards be developed.

(2) Given the extraordinarily low academic achievement of
LD/RSP students, what should be the posture of the State
of California regarding their participation in mainstream
classrooms?

Currently, policy attention is focused on increasing the extent to which LD/RSP
students participate in the core currictlum. In order for this to be a realistic goal, one
of two things must occur, either: (a) resource specialist teachers must become much
more adept at providing the level of support needed for these students to achieve at
alevel comparable to minimally successful regular students, or (b) local school systems
must adapt their curricula to meet the needs of these special students. At present,
the gap between typical LD/RSP students and the vast majority of those in the
regular school program is so large as to insure failure and frustration for children
returned to regular class participation. State policy makers need to come to grips
with the question of whether to change the operations of regular classrooms or to
provide continuing support to those who are not successful within them.
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‘3) Can the State of California reasonably expect local
districts to provide the level of instructional support
needed to enable the lower 50 percent of LD/RSP students
te reach traditional graduation standards?

With 50 percent of the LD/RSP classes sccring below the lowest 1/2 of 1
percent of regular classes, radical changes will be needed to help these students
become successful high school graduates. State policy makers must determine
whether to sink energy and resources into improving support programs, or to shift
outcome expectations and build new scheol programs for these students. There is a
broad base of political support both in the parent community and among professional
educators for restructuring school expectations and programs to support better quality
of life outcomes for LD/RSP students. There may be equally strong supvort for
shifting the goals of education for all children.
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Introduction

The evaluation of educational programs is a continuing concern for California
educators aud policy makers. This is especially true for Resource Specialist Programs
that provide services to learning disabled students. Such programs are the largest
segment of the State’s overal’ special education program and are the focus of the
California Triennial Evaluation of Speciai Education reported here.

The Triennial Evaluation

The California State Department of Education is required to undervake regular
evaluation of all Special Education programs in California. In responding to this
mandate a Triennial Evaluation plan was developed. The first year of the Triennial
Evaluation Plan focuses on the Resource Specialist Program. This program, designed
to serve Learning Disabled students with a combination of regular classroom support
and special "pullout” services, is planned and operated by local school and district staff
members. The Triennial Evaluation is designed to ascertain whether variations in
program context or operations significantly influence either student achievement or
the level of program performance reported by knowledgeable observers.

The Purpose of this Report

This report summarizes data collected from survey questionnaires completed
by more than 23,000 parents and educators in 429 schools throughout California. The
evaluation survey sought information on nearly 300 different demographic and school
program variables. Only about 170 of the most reliable items are reviewed in this
report, however. The remaining items require content analysis and supporting field
data before their interpretation would be productive.

Three purposes guide the data analysis presented in this report. They are:

1. Overall Assessment of the California Resource Specialist
Programs and the Schools in which They are Located

The primary goal of the Triennial Evaluation is assessment of Resource
Specialist Program operations and effects. Respondents provided a wide variety of
evaluation data on the operations and overall performance of Resource Specialist
Programs. Additionally, a large number of the survey items provide information on
how respondents view the schools within which the Resource Specialist Programs are
locuted. ‘These latter questions provide a basis for assessing contextual factors
affecting the performance of resource teachers and programs.
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2. Identification of Underlying Themes and Common Perspectives
within the Evaluation Data

While individual variables give some useful information, the data collected for
this Triennial Evaluation are so complex and rich-textured that its full importance can
only be seen when effective synthesis and summary techniques are applied to focus
attention on the most salient dimensicns of the Resource Specialist Programs
throughout the state. Factor analytic lechniques were used to identify a number of
commonalities among survey responses. These common factors were analyzed to
show that overall assessment of the Resource Specialist Program is shaped by a
limited number of core themes that cut across respondent groups.

3. Determination of the Extent to Which Resnonse Factors are
Able to Predict Student Achievement and Resource
Specialist Program Characteristics

The third purpose governing the preparation of this report is the examination
of whether the operational characteristics of various Resource Specialist Programs
(indicated by the instractional strategies used by specialist teachers) or the outcomes
of those programs (measured by California Assessment Program test scores) can be
predicted from the evaluation data provided by survey respondents. Multiple
regression analysis techniques determined that several attitudinal factors are related
to both components of program delivery and student academic achievement.

Who Participated in the Survey?

Many different individuals are involved in the planning, operation, and
monitoring of resource specialist services. Parents, teachers and administrators all
play significant roles. Parents of special education and regular students can be
expected to have different views of the character and quality of key aspects of the
Resource Specialist Program. When, for example, a child becomes eligible to
participate in a RSP program the parent is legally entitled to become involved by
helping develop the student’s Individualized Education Plan (IEP) and is often
encouraged to assist with homework or volunteer to work with the teacher. Parents
of children not identified for the RSP are also invited to participate in school
activities, though their participation is less formal and may be less frequent.

Teachers of special education students, as well as those serving not identified
students, can also be expected to form different views of the Resource Specialist
Program. While special education teachers may judge the program largely on the
basis of their professional judgements regarding how best to serve the identified
students, regular classroom teachers are quite likely tojudge the program on the basis
of how it affects their work with nonidentified students.
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Both Principals and Assistant Principals can be expected to formulate
evaluative judgments regarding the operation of the Resource Specialist Programs
with which they work. Their judgments are likely to be shaped by their involvement
in the allocation of resources and their responsibility for overall management and
direction of the services to be provided. Each of these affected groups was asked to
participate in the Triennial Evaluation survey of Resource Specialist Programs.

Proportional Sampling of Role Groups

The total population of schools providing these services were identified by the
California State Department of Education staff. The schools were then divided into
four categories: Elementary, Intermediate/Junior High, Small High, and
Medium/Large High. A random sample of schools was then selected from these four
groups. Each school selected was sent a number of different packets of surveys for
distribution to cthe ten respondent grouvs. To insure a representative and balanced
returned sample, the number of packets solicited was weighted according to the
relative size of the school, as follows:

Table 1: Who was surveyed?

Elem JrHi SmHi LgHi

Principals 1 1 1 1
Assistant Principals 1 1 1 3
Regular Education Teachers 10 12 10 20
Special Education Teachers 1 2 1 4
Parents: Regular Education Students 40 40 40 89
Parents: Special Education Students 28 28 28 56

- s e s G S e 6 S e S e e S e e .

Total Resporndents Solicited per Schooi 81 84 81 164

Surveys were distributed to the selected schools in early May of 1988. Data
collection continued until the end of June, 1988. The same survey packets were used
for both Elementary and Intermediate/Junior High, with a different packet for the
Small and Medium/Large: High Schools. A total of 429 schools returned at least one
completed survey, with . total of 23,349 surveys from all respondent groups collected.
The distribution of completed survey packets by respondent group was:
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Table 2: Number of Respondents

High School Principals 95
High School Assistant Principals 219
High School Regular Education Teachers 1,363
High School Special Education Teachers 271
Elementary Principals 334
Elementary Assistant Principals 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2,944
Elementary Special Education Teachers 444
Parents: Regular Education Students 11,571
Parents: Special Education Students 5,992
Total Respondents 23,330

What Information was Gathered?

The Triennial Evaluation Advisory Committee identified a broad array of
program quality indicators and an equally comprekensive set of demographic and
contextual variables that were expected to influence program performance and/or
respondent judgment. A total of eleven different survey instruments were
constructed, each addressing a different area of interest (copies of all instruments can
be found in Appendix A). Responses to eight of tiicse survey instruments are analyzed
in the body of this report.

These surveys were combined togetiier into packets for administration to the
different respondent groups. Which group received which surveys depended on a
combination of several different factors. For school based respondents these factors
involved both the individual’s job responsibilities (Principal, Assistant Principal,
Regular Education Teacher, or Special Education Teacher) as well as the type of
school they were employed at (Elementary/Intermediate/Junior High School or High
School). Parents were surveyed on the basis of their child’» status (Pareat of a
Regular Education Student or Parent of a Special Education Student). A grouping of
ten different packets was produced, each containing from cne to eight of the surveys
developed, distributed as follows:
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Table 3: Distribution of Surveys to Respondent Groups

P R E C P P
HGSRRTCS TS s
RSP SSLDSLRS
S SSP?PFDADUDTEE
High School Principals R
High School Assistant Principals [N ] ]
High School Regular Education Teachers Vo A
High School Special Education Teachers L
Elementary Principals I
Elementary Assistant Principals IR /
Elementary Regular Education Teachers R 4
Elementery Special Education Teachers N IR |
Parent: Reqular Education Studen? /
Parent: Special Education Student /I

The Parent Surveys

Two survey sections were prepared to seek parental assessments of school and
Resource Specialist Program performance. These survey sections included:

a. The Parent Survey: Attitudes Toward School (PSRE)

This surveys asked twenty general questions assess parents’ views of overall
school performance. Items range from principal expectations, teacher enthusiasm, and
program emphases, to student achievement and attitudes.

b. The Parent Survey: Special Education Assessment (PSSE)

In addition to the twenty general school attitude questions given to all parents,
parents of special education students were asked twelve questions regarding services
to special education students. These questions cover parent participation in program
planning, student feelings and Resource Specialist Program activities.

The Professional Educator Surveys

Six survey subsections given to professional educators provided the data
reported here. These included:

a. The General School Survey (GSS)

Given to all schocl personnel, this fifty-seven question instrument queries
responaents c.n seven areas of general school functioning. These question areas were:
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positive school climate, instructional leadership, high expectations, academic focus,
frequent monitoring, social development, and attitude toward the RSP model. In
analyzing responses to this instrument it was helpful to separate questions about
overall school program operations from those directed to eliciting information on
programs for identified special education students.

b. Transition for Learning Disabled High School Students (TLD)

A survey of eleven questions concerning the activities determined to be
an important part of transitioning from school to independent adult living. Responses
to this set of survey questions are described below.

c. Exit Criteria for Students with Learning Disabilities (ECLD)

Several factors combine together to determine when a student receiving
special education services is no longer in need of them. This survey identifies several
common factors and asked the respondent to weight their relative importance.
Responses to these survey questions are also discussed below.

d. Staff Development (SD)

Eight questions concerning the quality and helpfulness of in-service
activities.

e. Resource Specialist Functions (RSF)

Respondents to this survey indicated the percentage of time they felt the
resource specialist devoted to a number of identified activities.

f. Resource Specialist Program (RSP)

Additional questions directed to certain groups requested a weighting of
different teaching strategies and instructional characteristics currently in use in
special education.

Information not Analyzed in this Report

Data from three subsections of the survey were not available for analysis in this
report. These subsections include:

a. The Professional History and Responsibilitics Survey (PHRS)

This survey consists of eleven questions and was given to all school personnel.
Questions elicit information about the professional’s years and type of educational
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preparation and experience. Responses to these questions were entered into the data
get but played no role in the analysis presented in this report.

b. The Resource Specialist Program Survey (RSPS)

This survey instrument contains nine open-ended questions. It solicits opinions
on the positive and negative aspects of the RSP program. Responses to these
questions remain to be coded.

c. The ent Staff Development Activities Survey (CSDA)

This survey consisted of three parts. The first was a series of open ended
question designed to solicit information about the number and nature of staff
development activities that the respondent had participated in. Part two identified
several potential areas of in-service and asked the respondent to indicate which, and
how many, they received. The final portion dealt with in-service providers, asking the
respondent to indicate through which agency they had tuken in-services an” what
their overall opinion of those in-services were. There is much information of value
in the responses to these items, but coding categories were not developed in time to
include them in this report.

Looking at CAP Scores for RSP Students

Feedback from parents, school administrators, and teachers provide the primary
foundation for this evaluation of the Resource Specialist Program. Another aspect,
however, is the performance of the students themselves. Quality programs should
produce hoth strong appreciation from the providers as well as high performance from
the participants.

Most measures of RSP student performance are only available on an individual
basis at each particular student’s kome school. Data available on a statewide basis is
currently of a general nature, typically revealing broac characteristics of school
performance rather than that of an individual.

One of the most widely used of these measures is the California Assessment

Program (CAP) tests. These tests, administered to students in the third, sixth,

eighth, and twelfth grades annually, help gauge a school’s overall performance in

several subject areas. All students are assessed on their skills in reading, writing, and
mathematics, with eighth and twelfth graders additionally being measured in the

areas of science and history. The form of these tests (several nonoverlapping forms

. utilizing matrix sampling from a large question pool) allow for a full range of students’
gkills to be tested. Where large groups of students are found in each grade level at

a school these tests provide effective comparisons between schools across the state.
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Last year was the first time that learning disabled students were systematically
included and reported as part of the CAP testing procedure. Twelfth grade RSP
students were: not included in this sampling; however, data from grades three, six, and
eight were available. This data was obtained from the California State Department
of Education for inclusion and analysis in this report as a potential measure of
comparative student performance.

Techniques Used to Analyze the Data

Four statistical techniques were used to summarize and understand ths survey
responses. Simple descriptive statistics were used to create average scores and
standard deviations for each survey question. The average scores increase when
respondents indicate more agreement with a particular part of the survey. The
standard deviation is a measure of how precisely the average score reflects the
perception of groups of individuals. It gets smaller when all respondents sgree more
fully with the group mean. As described more completely below, mean score analysis
suggests a positive assessment of the Resource Specialist Program by all respondent

groups.

Because nearly all questions received high ratings it can be assumed that the
respondents share a common perception of these programs. Factor analysis was used
to identify the most common themes in the evaluation data. This statistical technique
summarizes or identifies a small number of "factors" or concepts that can be used to
represent the larger set of original variables. A factor analysis begins by looking at
the intercorrelation of all variables and works to extract a sufficient number of factors
to explain the item correlations. The first factor exnlains most of the common
variance in the survey; additional factors explain varying parts of the rest of it. A
verimax rotation procedure was used to extract factors independent of each other.
Variables had to load .3 or higher (either positively or negatively) to be considered a
part of the factor.

The first two techniques provided ar overview of parent and educator responses
to the surveys. A major emphasis of this evaluation was to understand how different
school and program variables relate to student achievement. Multiple regression was
used to test how the survey factors relate key school ard program variables to student
achievement. As detailed later in this report, the regression analysis shows that
student and program outcomes cannot be adequately predicted by the survey
responses. There are probably two good reasons for this limited explanatory power.
First, the CAP data for learning disabled students is not very reliable. Second, there
are substantial differences in perception among the various respondent groups
(parents, teachers, and administrators).
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Overall Assessment of Schools and Programs

Analysis of the evaluation data provided in the survey questionnaires began
with examination of mean scores and standard deviations for each question of each
survey. These are reproduced in Appendix B. Responses to the Parent Surveys (both
Regular and Special Education Parents) and the General School Survey items are
scored using a six-point Likert Scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (6) Strongly
Agree.

Overall there is a high degree of satisfaction with the various programs under
consideration in the state. Average scores on most questions is above 4.0 on both
surveys. A few negatively worded questions yielded low average scores.

Since parents and professional educators got different survey questions, their
assessment of school and Resource Specialist Program elements are reviewed
separately.

How Satisfied Are Parents?

The following table presents the average scores for the twenty questions
common to the Regular Education and Special Education Parent Surveys. The
following descriptive analysis suggests two important conclusions about parental
assessment of California public schools. First, parents gave positive responses to every
one of these twenty questions. The highest mean score (5.47) was for the item which
asked parents whether teachers expect their children to graduate from high school.
Very few parents, even among tkose with children assigned to Resource Specialist
Programs, face teachers who are not confident in the ability of their children to
succeed in school. The lowest score (3.89) was given in response to the statement
wkich read, "My child’s teachers contact e regularly to discuss his/her work." Even
this low mean is above the midpoint on the 1 to 6 scale of agreement, indicating that
parents generally agree that teachers make regular contact with them.

A second general conclusion to be drawn from this data is that parents are more
confident that California public schools provide support and direction for students
than that academic achievement is emphasized or that parents are fully involved in
the education of their children. The top four items presented are those involving
teacher and principal expectations, clarity of school rules, and children’s pride in the
school. The bottom four items concern the extent to which parents are encouraged
to become involved or visit classrooms and the question of whether teachers contact
parents and provide ideas about how to help their children. Survey items dealing
with academic work and achievement, though eliciting strong parental agreement,
have mean scores in the middle range. Schools are apparently better at setting
expectations than at focusing parental attention on such acedemic matters as
hemework, academic achievement and child motivation.

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 9 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90




Table 4: Survey of A1l Parents - Mean Scores for All Items

Item Mean
Number Questionnaire Item

8 Teachers expect my child to graduate from HS

5 The rules of behavior at school are clear

6 My child takes pride in school, keeps it neat

16 Principal expects all students to graduate from HS
10 Teachers think I have a contribution to make

11 1 am kept aware of my child’s progress

4 1 am confident my child is safe at school

15 My child is encouraged by teachers to work hard

19 My child does homework at least 3 nights/week

1 School purposes & priorities are clear to me

14 My child’s teachers stress academic achievement

3 My child’s teachers are very enthusiastic

2 Child is encouraged to learn much and fast

12 I am encouraged to help with homework

18 My child spends day on reading/math/English/Soc St
17 My child has lsarned good study habits at school

7 Encouraged to become involved in school activities
9 I am encouraged to visit classrooms
20 Teachers provide me with ideas to help my child

13 Teachers contact me regularly to discuss work

WP bdbboii0iOiIOIM

Underlying Themes in Parental Evaluation of the Schools

Factor analysis of the twenty items appearing in both the regular and special
education parent surveys identifies three underlying themes of the schools. These
three factors account for nearly three-fifths of all parental responses to the survey.
They are:

1. Shared Instructional Involvement
2. Organizations! Etffectiveness
3. Academic Emphasis
As shown in Table 5, the first evaluation theme is the Shared Instructional
Involvement of the school. Eleven of the twenty survey items contribute to this
assessment theme. Parents who feel that teachers contact them regularly to discuss
their children’s work also believe:
Othat teachers provide helping ideas,
Othat they are encouraged to help at home and in the classroom,

Othat they are kept aware and involved, and
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Othat teachers encourage hard work and stress academic
achievement.

Parents who feel that their child’s school is failing in one of these areas are
likely to believe that the other elements in this factor are weak as well.

Table 5: A1l Parents Factor 1 - Shared Instructional Involvement

Item Factor
Number Questionnaire Item Loading
12 Teachers contact me regularly to discuss work .841
20 Teachers provide me with ideas to help my child .784
12 1 am encouraged to help with homework .759

9 I am encouraged to visit classrooms .716

10 Teachers think I have a contribution to make .616
11 I am kept aware of my child’s progress .613

3 My child’s teachers are very enthusiastic 571

15 My child is encouraged by teachers to work hard .552
14 My child’s teachers stress academic achievement .538

7 Encouraged to become involved in school activities .496

17 My child has learned good study habits at school .467

The second cohesive theme in the parents’ assessment of the schools was their
sense of the Organizational Effectiveness of the school. As shown in Table 6, this
theme reflects the parents’ sense of whether the rules at the school are clear,
whether school purposes and priorities are clear, whether the school is a safe place,
and a number of items assessing the extent to which teachers and principals are
enthusiastic, supportive and encouraging to both children and their parents.

Table 6: A1l Parents Factor 2 - Organizational Effectiveness

Item Factor
Number Questionnaire Item Loading
5 The rules of behavior at school zre clear 744

1 School purposes & priorities are clear to me .662

4 1 am confident my child is safe at school .652

8 Teachers expect my child to graduate firom HS .645

6 My child takes pride in school, keeps it neat .590

16 Principal expects all students to gradvate from HS .572

2 Child is encouraged to Tearn much and st .493

3 My child’s teachers are very enthusiastic .447

7 Encouraged to become involved in school activities .428

10 Teachers think I have a contribution to make .418
15 My child is encouraged by teachers to work hard .416
14 My child’s teachers stress academic achievement 412
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The third underlying theme in parental assessment of their schools is captured
in the seven survey items that emphasize Academic Learning. As shown in Table 7,
parents who feel that their children do homework three or more nights per week are
also likely to believe that their children spend most of the school day working on
academic materials, that good study habits are encouraged, and that children take
pride in their schools.

Table 7: A1l Parents Factor 3 - Academic Emphasis

Item Factor
Number Questionnaire Item Loading
19 My child does homework at lzast 3 nights/week .818
18 My child spends day on reading/math/English/Soc St .686
17 My child has learned good study habits at school .553
15 My child is encouraged by teachers to work hard .388
14 My child’s teachers stress academic achievement .368
6 My child takes pride in school, keeps it neat .348
2 Child is encouraged to learn much and fast .320

The existence of three independent factors within the parent survey indicates
that parents have, three distinctive bases for identifying a school as outstanding.
From the parents point of view, the best scheols are those which are able to perform
well on all three factors. Good schools, in short, are strong on shared instructional
involvement, organizationally effective, and able to assure academic achievement for
all children. Parents of special education students tend to see shared instructional
involvement as the most important of these themes while parents of students in the
regular program focus first on the academic emphasis of the school, followed by the
school’s organizational effectiveness.

The Unique Views of Special Education Parents

In addition to the fwenty questions received by all parents, the parents of
children in Resource Specialist Programs responded to twelve questions concerned
exclusively with the services available to their own children. As with the twenty
common questions, the special education parcnts tended to give these special
programs a strong endorsement. In keeping with the requirements of Public Law 94-
142, they agreed most strongly with the item which said, "I was encouraged to
participate in my child’s IEP meeting" (mean score 5.13). The same level of
endorsement was offered to the item which read, "My child is getting a good education
through the assistance provided by the special education program.” (sce Table 8).
General agreement with these items should not, of course, obscure the fact that a
small group of special education parents still do not feel encouraged to participate and
are disappointed with the quality of their children’s schooling.
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Table 8: Survey of Spec Ed Parents - Mean Scores for All Items

Item Mean
Number Questionnaire Item Score

|

|
21 1 was encouraged to participate in IEP meeting 5.13
28 My child is getting good education through RSP 5.13
. 23 My child is doing better since participating in RSP 5.12

22 The IEP team listened to my comments 5.05 |

30 I feel I understand my child’s IEP 4.00 ]

32 My child enjoys attending special education classes 4.98 1
25 My child has friends not in special education 4.97
31 I know when my child’s IEP will be reviewed 4.92
24 The RS teacher keeps me well informed re IEP 4.87
29 Special Ed teacher contacts me often about child 4.40
26 I have been encouraged to visit special ed classes 4.28
27 My child participates in school activities 3.88

Special education parents tend to feel that they are more often invited to
participate in school decision making than their regular education counterparts. Their
. Iowest score (mean = 3.88) was given to the item which read, "My child participates
in many school activities held by the school that relate to school work.” Thus, while
they are more in touch with the school, they are less likely to feel that their children
are fully engaged in academic learning activities.

Differences between regular and special education parents on four of the twenty
common items reinforce this point. Spzcial education parents gave substantially lower
scores to the items which probed whether their children were expected to graduate
from high school and whether homework was undertaken three or more nights per
week. They gave substantially higher scores to the items that asked about whether
parents are encouraged to help with homework and whether teachers initiate regular
contact to discuss children’s school work.

As with the twenty-item common parent survey, factor analysis of the twelve
questions on the special educatiou parents survey identifies two underlying evaluation
themes. These themes are:

OOverall Program Quality , and
OIEP Process Effectiveness.

As shown in Table 9, the Overall Program Quality dimension is captured in
nine of the twelve items. The most prominent item in this group is the one which
reads, "My chiid is getting a good education through the assistance provided by the
special education program.” Other items involve keeping parents well informed and
encouraging their participation in the schooling of their children.
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Tabie 9: Spec Ed Parents Factor 1 - Overall Program Quality

Item Factor
Number __Questionnaire Item Loading
28 My child is getting good education through RSP .753
24 Tre RS teacher keeps me well informed re IEP .745
29 Special Ed teacher contacts me often about child 737
26 I have been encouraged to visit special ed classes J27

32 My child enjoys attending special education classes .683
23 My child is doing better since participating in RSP .675

30 I Teel I understand my child’s IEP .669
27 My child participates in school activities .659
31 I know when my child’s IEP will be reviewed 474

The second thenie in special education parents’ assessment of the schools
concerns the development of Individualized Learning Plans. These items, listed n
Table 10, emphasize parental invoivement in preparation and implementation of this
crucial part of the Resource Specialist Program. The concern with IEPs is dominated
by the items that read, "I was encouraged to participate in my child’s IEP meeting,"
and "The IEP team listened to my comments during the IEP team meeting."

Table 10: Spec Ed Parents Factor 2 - IEP Processes

Item Factor
Number __ Questionnaire Item Loading
21 1 was encouraged to participate in IEP meeting 812
22 The IEP team listened to my comments .904
31 I know when my child’s IEP will be reviewed .533
30 I feel I understand my child’s IEP .368
24 The RS teacher keeps me well informed re IEP .352
How Satisfied Are Educators?

The educators surveyed (principals, vice principals, regular and special
education teachers) did not respond to the parent survey questions, but were given
their own 57-item survey of general and special education program operations.

Evaluations of the Regular School Programs
The 57 items can be separated, however, into those assessing overall school
programs and operations, and those dealing with various dimensions of the Resource

Specialist Program. The 23 items listed in Table 11 report professional educator
judgments regarding overall school characteristics. The remaining 34 items asked
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educators to assess the performance of the special education programs at their
schools. They are listed in Table 15.

Table 11: waneral School Survey - Regular Ed Item Mean Scores

’ Item Mean
T No Questionnaire Item Score
19 Recognition given to students for academic excellence 5.58
32 P and T’s are mutually responsible for behavior standards 5.45
50 This school is a safe and supportive place to work 5.39
2 T’s monitor student’s work closely 5.30
17 The school is conducive to teaching and learning 5.30
28 T's assign homework regularly 5.29
6 P/VP available to discuss instructional issues 5.26
33 T’s demonstrate collegiality and acceptance of each other 5.24
37 T’s emphasize high standards of achievement for all 5.19
29 T'’s consistently enforce classroom rules and standards 5.16
27 T’s provide equal opportunities for all students 5.15
34 Scores have improved becausze of the effective teaching 5.09
11 T’s are committed to assessment and accountability 5.05
26 P minimizes interruptions during learning time 4.84
22 P communicates to parents/community about instruction. 4.83
5 T’s pace instruction to challenge all $’s 4.78
35 T’s participate in making decisions 4.66
13 T’s regularly allow time for interactive learning 4.61
9 T’s modify materials to meet individual needs 4.53
8 Regular T’s use flexible grouping with S’s 4.52
24 T'’s encouraged to use test results to plan 4.41
21 P leads discussions of instruction and achievement 4.30
16 T’s believe they can reach even the most difficult S’s 4.12

As might be expected, the educators surveyed are even more positive in their
assessments of the school than are the parents. The most enthusiastic agreement
among the educators was given to the statement, "Praise and recognition are given
to students for academic and educational excellence" (mean score = 5.58). Fewer than
1 percent of all educators disagreed with this statement.

Moderate to sirong agreement was also recorded for twelve additional items
ranging from, "The principal and teachers are inutually responsible for enforcing
standards of student behavior" to "Teachers are strongly committed to continuous
student assessment and accountability.” Though still agreeing with the view
expressed, educators were least strong in their endorsement of the item that reads,
"Teachers believe that they have the necessary skills and abilities to reach even the
most difficult students." In general, strongest support was recorded for statements
reporting enthusiasm and dedication. Lower levels of agreement were reported for
items dealing with student assessment, instructional planning and program flexibility.
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Factor analysis of the general school program evaluation items indicates that
professional educators evaluate school programs along three basic dimensions. As
shown in Table 12, the first factor is composed of items clustering around Principal
Leadership. The items in this factor identify various ways in which site level
administrators support the program by close involvement with goals and operations
of the program as well as through interactions with teachers, parents, and students.
Examples include:

OThe principal frequently communicates to parents and the
community about the instructional program.

OThe principal initiates and leads frequent discussions concerning
instruction and student achievement.

OThe principal/vice principal is available to discuss instructional
issues related to this school.

Other items loading on this factor indicate that principals lend support to
successful school programs by:

Oallowing teachers to participate in decisions that affect their
work,

Ominimizing classroom interruptions,

Omutually reinforcing with teachers the standards of student
behavior,

Oencouraging teachers to use test results in instructional
planning, and

Ogiving recognition to students for academic excellence.
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Table 12: GSS Regular Ed Factor 1 - Principal Schoel Leadership

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
22 P communicates to parents/community about instruction. JT77
21 P leads discussions of instruction and achievement J72

6 P/VP available to discuss instructional issues .730
35 T's participate in making decisions .666
26 P minimizes interruptions during learning time .598
50 This school is a safe and supportive place to work .569
17 The school is conducive to teaching and learning .538
32 P and T’s are mutually responsible for behavior standards .500
24 T's encouraged to use test results to plan .420
18 Recognition given to students for academic excellence .382
34 Scores have improved because of the effective teaching .340
33 T’s demonstrate collegiality and acceptance of each other .300

A second dimension of school evaluation identified through factor analysis of the
general school survey questions concerns the use of effective classroom practices. As
shown in Table 13, fourteen survey items load significantly on this factor. The most
prominent ones are those that read:

OTeachers consistently enforce classroom rules and standards of
behavior.

OTeachers assign homework regularly.

OTeachers emphasize high standards of achievement for all
students.
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Table 13: GSS Regular Ed Factor 2 - Effective Classroom Practices

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
29 T’s consistently enforce classroom rules and standards 723
28 T’s assign homework regularly .669
37 T's emphasize high standards of achievement for all .666
34 Scores have improved because of the effective teaching .559
27 T’'s provide equal opportunities for all students .554
33 T’s demonstrate collegiality and acceptance of each other .550

2 T’s monitor student’s work closely .470
17 The school is conducive to teaching and learning .464
19 Recognition given to students for academic excellence .460
11 T’s are committed to assessment and accountability .447
50 This school is a safe and supportive place to work .438
32 P and T’s are mutually responsible for behavior standards .381

5 T’s pace instruction to challenge all S’s .373
13 T’s regularly allow time for interactive learning .303

Other items loading on this factor indicate that effective classrooms positively
impact academic achievement. Teachers closely monitor student work, provide praise
for academic excellence, assign frequent homework, give all students equa! access to
participate in classroom discussions, and are committed to continuous student
assessment and accountability. The school is conducive to learning and teaching and
teachers have a collegial relationship with one another.

The third common theme in educator assessment of school performance is their
evaluation of Effective Teaching Strategies. As indicated on Table 14, teachers are
seen as modifying instructional materials to meet the needs of individual students.
A number of other effective teaching elements are also found. The most prominent

items in this assessment factor are:

ORegular classroom teachers use flexible grouping patterns for

working with students.

OTeachers regularly allow sufficient time for interactive learning.

OTeachers pace their instructional programs to challenge ail

students.
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Table 14: GSS Regular €d Factor 3 - Effective Teaching Strategies

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Jtem Loading
9 T’s modify materials to meet individual needs .816
8 Regular T’s use flexible grouping with S’s .784
13 T’s regularly allow time for interactive learning .666
5 T’s pace instruction to challenge all S’s .659
11 T’'s are committed to assessment and accountability .547
16 T’'s believe they can reach even the most difficult S's .508
27 T'’s provide equal opportunities for all students .426
2 T’s monitor student’s work closely .423
24 T's encouraged to use test resulis to plan .344
37 T’s emphasize high standards of achievement for all .343
21 P leads discussions of instruction and achievement .306

Modifying instructional materials, flexible grouping patterns, time for
interactive learning, and pacing are all things that teachers are seen to use in
successful school programs of all types.

Evaluations of the Resource Specialist Programs

Overall mean scores for the 34 general school survey items aimed at assessing
the performance of Resource Specialist Programs are shown on Table 15. Perhaps the
most important piece of information on this table is the prominence given to the item
which reads:

OStudents with learning disabilities need special education
services in the resource room to be successful in the regular
classroom.

Professional educators throughout Californiaare overwhelmingly convinced that
resource rooms support classroom success for these special education students. Strong
support was also voiced for the items affirming that:

OTeachers interact with parents about their childrens’ progress
including parents of learning disabled students.

OTeachers believe that students with learning disabilities can live
productive lives upon completing their education.

OTeachers hol.i high expectations for all students, includ.ng
students with learning disabilities.
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At the other end of the spectrum, educators responding to this survey disagreed
with five items. These items included:

ODuring the past school year, most of the resource specialists’
time was devoted to assisting with school administrative
responsibilities rather than with direct instruction.

OThe provision of assistance to nonhandicapped students by the
resource specislist interferes with services provided to
students with learning disabilities.

OTeachers believe that students with learning disabilities require
Resource Specialist Program services for not more than

three years.

OMore educational benefits could be derived for students with
learning disabilities by having the resource specialist
consult with the regular teacher than by providing direct
instruction to the students.

OTeachers believe that students with learning disabilities would
receive greater instructional benefits if resource specialist
services were provided in the regular classroom setting.

These items make it abundantly clear that California educators endorse long-
term student services through resource room support outside the regular classroom.
Moreover, they believe that these needed services are currently being provided by
resource specialist teachers.
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Table 15: General School Survey - Special Ed Itei Mean Scores

Item Mean
No Questionnaire Item Score
7 LD students need services in resource room 5.37

1 T’s interact with Parents, incl LD Parents
15 T’s believe that LD students can live productive lives
42 T’s hold high expectations for all, including LD students
54 School is preparing LD students to participate in community
55 LD students prepared to participate in democratic process
38 Instruction in social values is provided to LD students
53 T’s ensure LD students participate in core curriculum
41 The program prepares LD students to get along with others
45 School is preparing LD students to 1ive independently
43 Instruction in social interaction provided to LD students
12 P ensures materials and supplies for LD students
48 T’s allow sufficient time for LD students’ basic skills
36 The RS monitors curriculum implementation for LD students
57 Few S’s return to Sp Ed after exiting the RSP
52 P/VP monitors curriculum for both regular and RSPs
40 P is highly visible, including in the RSP
47 T’s use multiple assessment methods with LD students
14 T’s work to find teaching strategies for LD students
18 T’s believe that LD student will graduate from HS
56 Exited RSP students education are performing satisfactorily
4 P/VP serves as administrator for IEP meetings
3 T’s believe that Sp Ed students can succeed
25 The RS assists regular classroom T’s with LD curric
31 T’s believe class size reduction more beneficial than RSP
51 P establishes curriculum priorities tor the RSP
20 T’s believe that LD students can succeed in college
30 The RS promotes the professional growth of regular T’s
44 T’s believe LD students benefit more in regular class
46 More for LD students when RS consult than by direct instr
39 T’s believe that LD students need RSP for 3 yrs or less
10 Non-handicapped assistance interferes with LD services
23 Most of RS’s time devoted assisting with administration
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Factor analysis of the 34 special education items in the general school survey
shows that evaluation of the California Resource Specialist Program is a
multidimensional process. Respondents to this survey used seven distinct criteria for
assessing these programs. The first concerns the Quality of Life Preparation made
available to the learning disabled students. As shown on Table 16, twelve of the 34
items in this part of the survey play a role in the assessment of student Quality of
Life outcomes. The factor starts with the item which reads:

Olnstruction in social interaction skills is provided to students
with learning disabilities.
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Respondents who agree with this item also believe that the Resource Specialist
Program is preparing students to participate in the community, to get along with
others, to live independently and to participate in the democratic process. These
outcomes are reached because instruction is provided in social values, and teachers
hold high expectations for all students, allow time for basic skills instruction, ensure
that LD students participate in the core curriculum and use multiple assessment and
teaching strategies.

Table 16: GSS Special Ed Factor 1 - Quality of Life Preparation

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
43 Instruction in social interaction provided to LD students .749
54 School is preparing LD students to participate in community .748
41 The program prepares LD students to get along with others 720
45 School is preparing LD students to live independently 715
55 LD students prepared to participate in democratic process .690
38 Instruction in social values is provided to LD students .659
42 T’s hold high expectations for all, including LD students .597
53 T’s ensure LD students participate in core curriculum .549
48 T’'s allow sufficient time for LD students’ basic skills .535
47 T’s use multiple assessment methods with LD students .483
14 T’s work to find teaching strategies for LD students .377
15 T’s believe that LD students can live productive lives .360

The second special education assessment factor focuses on the extent to which
teachers have Confidence in Learniny Disabled Students. As shown on Table 17, this
factor begins with the item affirming that:

OTeachers believe that most students with learning disabilities
can succeed in college after graduating from high school.

While this item has a relatively low overall mean score (3.70), confidence in this
area was associated with general confidence in LD students. Other key items loading
on this factor were:

OTeachers believe that students with learning disabilities can live
productive lives upon completion of their education.

OTeachers believe that most students with learning disabilities
will graduate from high school.

OTeachers believe that special education students can succeed in
the core curriculum,
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These expectations for success are associated with confidence that teachers
interact well with parents, work to find effective teaching strategies for LD students,
hold high expectations for all students, and allow time for basic skills instruction in
the school’s core curriculum.

Table 17: GSS Special Ed Factor 2 - Confidence in Learning Disabled Students

Item . Factor
No Questionnaire Jtem Loading
20 T’s believe that LD students can succeed in college .696
15 T’s believe that LD students can live productive lives .€82
18 T’s believe that LD student will graduate from HS .648
3 T’s believe that Sp Ed students can succeed .632
14 T’s work to find teaching strategies for LD students .515
1 T's interact with Parents, incl LD Parents .442
42 T's hold high expectations for all, including LD students .415
48 T's allow sufficient time for LD students’ basic skills .404
53 T'’s ensure LD students participate in core curriculum .342

A third dimension of Resource Specialist Program assessment is related to the
Principal’s Leadership in Special Education. As shown in Table 18, five items cluster
to form this factor. They include belief that the principal or vice principal set
priorities and closely monitor curriculum implementation, that they are highly visible,
participate in IEP m=etings and ensure availability of materials and supplies for LD
programs.

Table 18: GSS Special Ed Factor 3 - Principal Leadership in Special Education

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
52 P/VP monitors curriculum for both regular and RSPs 757
51 P establishes curriculum priorities for the RSP 713
40 P is highly visible, including in the RSP .686
4 P/VP serves as administrator for IEP meetings .632
12 P ensures materials and supplies for LD students .623

Table 19 presents the factor loadings for the fourth special education
assessment theme. This factor, linking RSP and Regular Instruction, is focused on
serving LD students within a regular classroom setting. Key items include:

OTeachers believe that students with learning disabilities would

receive greater instructional benefits if resource specialist
services were provided in the regular classroom setting.
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OMore educational benefits could be derived for students with
learning disabilities by having the resource specialist
consult with the regular teacher than by providing direct
instruction to students.

OTeachers believe that reduction of class size would be more
beneficial to help students with learning disabilities succeed

in regular education classes than services from a Resource
Specialist Progtam (RSP).

A negative loading on this factor is associated with the item which reads:
OStudents with learning disabilities need special education
services in the resource room to be successful in the regular

classroom.

This negative loading means that educators who advocate integrating services
into the regular classroom setting tend to reject the importance of resource room
instruction.

Table 19: GSS Special Ed Factor 4 - Linking RSP and Regular Instruction

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
44 T's believe LD students benefit more in regular class 757
46 More for LD students when RS consult than by direct instr .754
31 T’s believe class size reduction more beneficial than RSP .605
39 T’s believe that LD students need RSP for 3 yrs or less .425
23 Most of RS’s time devoted assisting with administration .321
7 LD students need services in resource room -.419

The fifth independent dimension for assessing special education programs is
shown on Table 20. As this table indicates, three items from the questionnaire make
up this Resource Specialist Professionalism assessment factor. These three items are:

OThe resource specialist teacher promotes the professional
growth of regular education teachers through the provision
of staff development training.

OThe resource specialist teacher assists the regular classroom
teachers with modification of the curriculum for students
with learning disabilities.

OThe resource specialist monitors curriculum implementation for
students with learning disabilities.
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Professionalism of this sort is associated with an overall approval of the
Resource Specialist Program and a belief that it is improving the total educational
program of a school.

Table 20: GSS Special Ed Factor 5 - Resource Specialist Professionalism

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
30 The RS promotes the professional growth of regular T's .724
25 The RS assists regular classroom T’s with LD curric .720
36 The RS monitors curriculum implementation for LD students .709

Two questionnaire items make up the Student Exit Status factor shown on
Table 21. As seen in this table, educators appraise Resource Specialist Programs by
noting whether:

OFew students return to special education after exiting the
Resource Specialist Program.

ORSP students who have exited into regular education classes
with no further need for special educating services are
performing satisfactorily in the academic areas.

These two exit assessments provide educators with a way of evaluating whether
RSP programs are having long-term success with students. Generally, there is a
positive feeling that these valued outcomes are being produced by schools in
California. -

Table 21: GSS Special Ed Factor 6 - Student Exit Status

Item Factor
No Questionnaire Item Loading
57 Few S’'s return to Sp Ed after exiting the RSP 779

56 Exited RSP students education are performing satisfactorily .709

The last factor for Resource Specialist Program assessment, shown on Table 22,
consists of four questionnaire items that measure Service Concentration for learning
disabled students. The items loading heavily on this factor include:

OThe provision of assistance to nonhandicapped students by the

resource specialist interferes with services provided to
students with learning disabilities.
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ODuring this past school year, most of the resource specialist’s
time was devoted to assisting with school administrative
responsibilities rather than with direct instruction.

OStudents with learning disabilitics need special education
services in the resource room to be successful in the regular
classroom.

OTeachers believe that students with learning disabilities require
Resource Specialist Program services for not more than

three vears.

Obviously, increasing scores on these items would be associated with a
decreasing level of support for the Resource Specialist Program.

Table 22: 6SS Special Ed Factor 7 - Service Concentration

Item Factor
No Quastionnaire Item Loading
10 Non-handicapped assistance interferes with LD services .658
23 Most of RS’s time devoted assisting with administration .577
7 LD students need services in resource room .493
39 T’s balieve that LD students need RSP for 3 yrs or less .334

Support for Professional Staff Development

Principals and teachers were both asked a series of questions regarding the
nature of their staff development experiences. These questions were divided into two
parts. The first determined the type and quantity of staff developmant experiences
that these individuals participated in, while the second generated ratings of their

quality.

The most frequent kind of in-service, across all respondent groups, dealt with
some aspect of language including: reading, teaching language, and teaching LEP
students. Staff members reported attending an overall average of more than two in-
services on this topic during the past year. The second most frequently encountered
in-service typically dealt with technigues for teaching mathematics. Most attendees
reported participating in about two such sessions per year, though more were reported
for high school principals and regular education teachers than any others. Classroom
management techniques, including strategies for working with high risk students,
were the subjects of the third most frequently attended in-services. Just under two
in-services per year were reported on these topics.
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Respondents indicated a nearly equal distribution of locations for in-service
activities. The fewest number of in-services were hosted at State Department of
Education Facilities and at SELPAs. Most were hosted by either the local school or
the district office. Seminars at the county offices were ranked between the other
locations, with an average of three in-services attended there each year. When
reporting preferences, staff indicated equal appreciation for activities hosted at the
local school, district office, county office, and SELPA. In-services held at the SDE
were viewed less positively. Overall location of in-service training activities had little
impact on staff appreciation for program quality. Elementary principals expressed the
most enthusiasm for in-service efforts. Next most enthusiastic were high school
principals. High school teachers in both the regular and special education programs
were the least satisfied. Elementary school teachers in the regular program expressed
an average degree of satisfaction with in-service efforts.

Ratings of the quality of the in-services were extremely uniform and generally
positive. Agreement was strongest on the mechanics of the conduct of the in-service
(place and time, objectives, and utility), with most respondents "moderately agreeing”
with questions on these objectives. Ratings of the quality of the in-services were
somewkat lower, averaging in the range "sometimes agree” to "moderately agree"
regarding the positive aspects of the activities. School staff indicate clearly that, while
the in-services are relatively well organized and executed, they only somewhat achieve
their objectives. Least agreement was expressed in response to a question regarding
the availability of follow-up support from in-service activities. Respondents state that
only sometimes is such support available.

Table 23: Staff Development Survey - Mean Scores for All Items

Item Mean
Number Questionnaire Item Score
4 The objectives of the in-service were ciear 4.95
7 Adequate attention was given to arrangements 4.95
3 The inservice was linked to school program goals & obj 4.93
1 The overall quality of the in-service was high 4.61
2 The content of the in-service was very meaningful 4.53
5 The in-service was very beneficial 4.48
6 My expectations and needs were met 4.33
8 Follow-up support for in-service activities was avail 4.15

Reports of Resource Specialist Teachers Time Commitments

The principals and special education teachers from both the elementary and
high schools were asked, on the Resource Specialist Functions Survey, to describe the
relative amount of time that the resource specialist devotes to a number of different
activities. The overall results from this survey indicate the following distribution of
resource specialist work effort (as a percentage of total time):
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Table 24: Resource Specialist Functions Survey - Mean Scores for A1l Items

Direct Contact with Students 59.12%
Assessment of Students 8.83%
Preparation for Teaching 8.15%
Consultation with Regular Teachers 7.85%
Modification of Materials 4.67%
Student Study Team Participation 4.60%
Administrative Duties 3.25%
General Supervision of Students 2.14%
Other Resource Specialist Functions 1.39%

While there is some variation among respondent groups (see Appendix B), the
overall results are strikingly clear. Resource specialists devote just under two-thirds
of their time to direct interaction with students. Preparation for that interaction,
including assessment of student needs, direct preparation for teaching, and
modification of materials, accounts for approximately another twenty-two percent.
The remaining twelve percer:t of time is dedicated to the conduct of non-instructional
tasks, including: consultation with regular teachers, student study team participation,
administrative duties, and the general supervision of students.

Given the largely individualized nature of providing special education services,
these findings are not at all that unusual. The resource specialist must devote time
not just to delivery of a standardized curriculum but to insuring that the curriculum

is tailored, whenever possible, to the individual needs of the particular students. Such
tasks require a background knowledge of the student, which can only be garnered
from direct observation of the student as well as consultation with others who are
familiar with their sbilities. Once that evaluative process has been completed, the
materials necessary to incorporate that instruction into a package suitable for that
student can be assembled. In order for the process to work over the long run, this
process must be repetitive with frequent feedback for quick interpretation und action.

Reports of Resource Specialist Teachers Instructional Activities

In addition to questions concerning the amount of time the resource specialist
devotes to each of several broad activities, principals and special education teachers
were asked to describe the frequency of use of several different instructional
strategies. For this purpose six different instructional strategies were identified:
iuteractive discussion, cooperative /team learning, worksheets/textbook exercises, role
1-aying/simulation, multi-media instruction, and individual seat-work. Thege
activities were then characterized as occurring in one of two possible settings, either
in a regular classroom or in a special "pull-out” session. Also of interest was whether
the instruction was given to a whole class as a group, only to a single student one-on-
one, or to a small group of students. The overall results from these items were:
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Table 25: Resource Specialist Program Survey - Mean Scores for All Items

Weight of
Strategies by Setting
Strategies In-Class Pull-out Total
1. Interactive Discussion 6.70 17.82 24.53
2. Cooperative/Team Learning 5.16 10.77 15.94
3. Worksheet/Textbook Exercises 6.83 14.90 21.73
4. Role Playing/Simulation 1.68 3.92 5.61
5. Multi-media Instruction 3.08 8.47 11.57
6. Individual Seat-work 6.38 14.22 20.62
Weight of
Characteristic by Setting
Grouping Characteristic In-Class Pull-Out Total
1. Whole Class Instruction 12.84 13.42 26.26
2. One-to-One Instruction 6.66 27.55 34.22
3. Small Group Instruction 8.38 31.12 39.52

Pull-out strategies are clearly favored by the respondents almost two to one
over strategies that involve in-class work. When in-class instruction is offered, there
is an almost equal utilization of all of the instructionai strategies with the exception
of role playing/simulation and, to a lesser degree, multi-media instruction. These two
techniques are also infrequently used in pull-out session, suggesting that teachers find
these methods less useful than the other four regardless of the setting. Among the
remaining four strategies there is a virtual equal separation between the use of
student-teacher interactive strategies and those strategies that are performed by the

student singly.

Instructing the class as a whole is the grouping technique most frequently used
during in-class session, while small group or one-to-one techniques are most often
used in pull-out sessions. Given the sizes of most typical classrooms in California’s
schools today, and the usually smaller sizes of pull-out groups for special education
instruction, the methods selected for the different settings pose little surprise (for a
complete treatment of the class size issue see "How Changing Class Size Affects
Classrooms and Students" by Douglas Mitchell, Cristi Carson, and Gary Badarak, May,
1989, California Educational Research Cooperative, University of California, Riverside,
California).

How Successful is the Resource Specialist Program?

Two sections of the Triennial Evaluation survey were directed to the question
of how successfully students with learning disabilities are being prepared to leave
scnool and make a transition to adult life. The first concerns the criteria used to
determine whether a student with learning disabilities no longer needs special
education services from the Resource Specialist Program, exiting to a regular
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education program. The second section queried high school teachers and
administrators about how well students with learning disabilities are being prepared
to be productive citizens after they transition from high school.

Criteria for Exiting to a Regular Education Program

The Exit Criteria Survey asked educators to weight eleven potential assessment
criteria according to their relative importance in making the decision to return a
student to the regular school program. A total of 100 points was distributed by each
respondent among the eleven criteria (or assigned to an "other" criterion). Although
all criteria were given statistically significant weights, the most heavily weighted
criterion, "Improved Reading Skills" (with an average of 16.65 points) was ranked
nearly 4-1/2 times more important than the lowest ranked criterion (Discrepancy
Criteria, with a weight of 3.72). As shown in Table 26, Improved Self-Concept and
Improved Classroom Behavior were ranked nearly as high as improved reading (with
weights of 1224 and 11.52 respectively). Adjustment items and increased
commitment to homework were given relatively low weights -- less than half that
given to readirg improvement.

Table 26: Exit Criteria Survey - Mean Scores for A1l Items

Improved Reading Skills 16.65
Improved Self-Concept 12.24
Improved Classroom Behavior 11.52
Improved Computation Skills 9.87
Improved Communication Skills 9.75
More Desire to Learn 8.52
Time on Task Adjustment 8.35
Improved School Adjustment 6.62
Improved Social Adjustment 6.40
More Commitment to Homework 4.80
Discrepancy Criteria 3.72
Others 1.56

Success in Student Preparation for Adult Life Transition

Mean scores on the eleven questions asked of high school teachers and
principals regarding the preparation of LD students for transition to adult life are
reported in Table 27. Broadest agreement was elicited to the item which asked
whether:

OVocational teachers at this school have practical experiences in
the occupational fields they are instructing.

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 30 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90

47

e




Though most tended to agree, many respondents did not feel that:

OJob-gkill training is articulated throughout the school
curriculum.

Table 27: Transition Skills Survey - Mean Scores for Al Items

Item Mean |
Number Questionnaire Item Score

|
1 Vocational teachers have experience in field 5.02 |
10 Consumer education is included in LD curriculum 4.61 |
11 Financial skills are included in LD curriculum 4.48 i
4 LD student curriculum stresses employment skills 4.44 |
3 Business community helps with LD student employment 4.43 |

8 Job-interview training is provided for LD students 4.40

2 The principal supports a job-specific curriculum 4.25

5 Work support programs are available for LD students 4.23

8 Job-specific training is provided for LD students 4.20

7 LD students understand required career skills 4.06

6 Job-skill training is throughout school curriculum 3.86

Items inquiring about whether LD students received consumer education,
instruction in financial matters, specific employment skills and job-interviewing
training were given moderately positive scores in the 4.20 to 4.61 range.

As with the General School Survey questions, responses to this instrument
were subjected to factor analysis to determine whether educators had common themes
in the assessment of transition program elements within their special education
programs. Two significant factors were identified. They were:

Odob Training, and
OSupport for the Training Curriculum.

The first factor of this survey is composed of items stressing specific Job
Training activities. All of the teachers and administrators viewed the special
educstion programs for the disabled as containing either Job Training or a Job
Training focus. The curriculum includes consumer education and financial skills. The
programs emphasize the skills essential for maintaining employment, with students
taught to understand the skills that are required to succeed in their career choices.
Training in interviewing for a job is also included.

The second factor extracted from this survey is composed of a set of items that
talk about External Support for the Curriculum. The items on this factor include
principals’ support for the curriculum as well as general support for job-training
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throughout the curriculum, the availability of community programs for students with
work-related problems, and the cooperation of businesses in finding work for program
participants.

Learning Disabled Students’ Performance on the CAP Test

Resource Specialist Program students were included in the annual testing of
public education students prior to the 1988-1989 school year. The 1987-88 test results
were the first ones, however, in which the scores of these students were available for
analysis separate from the regular student population. Examination of these scores
shows that learning disabled students tend to score lower across the tests than their
regular education counterparts. Statewide average CAP scores for these students
were:

Table 28: Statewide Mean CAP Scores for Learning Disabled Students

Grade Reading Writing _ Math History Science Avg
3 183.41 193.36 206.87 194.59

6 175.27 194.48 188.25 186.00
8 128.83 134.57 152.46 148.74 178.55 148.63
Average 161.24 173.04 181.00 147.74 178.55 175.29

The statewide mean scores for all students during the same period were:

Table 29: Statewide Mean CAP Scores for A1l Students

Grade Reading Writing  Math History Science Avg
3 285.14 286.24 284.19 285.19
6 271.28  277.49 274.32 274.37
8 258.70 268.10 267.82  259.00  270.13 264.75

Average  275.01 279.58  277.44  259.00  270.13 277.32

Analysis has shown that all students achieve a statewide mean of approximately
277 and an average standard deviation of 40 points, while learning disabled students
only achieve a CAP score mean of approximately 175 with an average standard
deviation of about 30 points. Statistical compariscns make it clear that learning
disabled students are mostly performing in the bottom one-half of one percent of all
students tested. In fact, more than twenty-five percent of all LD/RSP classes score
below one-tenth of one percent of all classes in the state. These findings are
iustrated in the graphs of LD/RSP school average scores compared to all school
averages given in Figures 1, 2, and 3.
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As can be seen from these graphs, LD/RSP students score approximately 2.2
standard deviations below the mean on each of the CAP testing grade levels. CAP
scores are not separately scaled for learning disabled students. The scores reported
reflect the achievement of these students relative to all students in the state, not just
those from learning disabled programs. On that basis there is no question that these
students are not performing as well as others. There is, however, a question
regarding whether CAP scores are an adequate measure of achievement for this group
of students.

Two problems eviat. First, since they are not developed for the learning
disabled population, CAP tests may not be a measure of the true abilities of these
students. Scores clustering near the lower end of the testing range, as these students’
CAP scores do, show a "floor effect” that reduces the discrimination that could be
made between students of traly differing abilities. Unfortunately, there is no
mathematical way for this effect to be corrected. Second, the CAP test is a matrix
test. Each individual {est has a few questions drawn from a large pool of items.
While this keeps total testing time to a minimum, each student in a typical class
responds to different test questions. While this method of item selection would not
matter in a larger class (one closer to the typical California class size of thirty
students) it can create sampling problems in small classes. To guard against response
bias, the State Department of Education does not publish CAP results for classes of
fewer than fifteen students.

Many of the Triennial Evaluation survey schools had only a few identified
learning disabled students. Very few schools reported thirty or more learning disabled
students in a single grade. These data were calculated using only schools with fifteen
or more students for both the learning-disabled group and the all-students group. It
should be noted, however, that including schools with fewer students does not change
these conclusions; instead, it only somewhat iicrease the standard deviation of each
distribution without significantly altering their means.

There is a wide spread of scores across LD/RSP classes, ranging as much as 4.5
standard deviations. One possible explanation for the difference in test scores may
result from the standards used to identify students for admission to the LD/RSP
programs. The extreme low scores associated with this group suggests that students
formerly classified as mentally retarded raay now be assigned to these classes.

Factor analysis of the learning disabled CAP results indicated that CAP scores
are highly correlated across subject areas. Performance in one sub-area of the test
is a very accurate predictor of performance in the other sub-areas. For this reason
the sub-area scores were aggregated to produce a single CAP average score for each
school, representing the overall general achievement of the learning disabled students
in that school in order to test the relationship between learning disabled student
achievement and surveyed characteristics of the RSP programs.
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Predicting CAP Achievement and RSP Program Operations

The overall picture of California’s Resource Specialist Programs is reasonably
clear in the independent analyses of key sub-sections of the Triennial Evaluation
Survey reviewed in previous sections of this report. There is broad parental support
for both regular school programs and the services provided to learning disabled
students. Professional educators, including principals and regular classroom teachers,
as well as the resource specialists, also believe that the RSP programs are effectively
meeting the needs of these special education students. Operationally, the professional
educators:

Oreport good staff development programs, endorse the use of pull-
out services for LD students,

Obelieve that improved academic skills serve as the primary
criteria for returning students to regular classrooms,

Creport substantial use of textbook/sestwork instructional
activities, and

Oindicate that resource specialist teachers spend less than 4
percent of their time performing administrative work.

While these common themes are unmistakable, there is considerable variability
in the Triennial Evaluation Survey data. Hence, it is appropriate to ask whether the
highest achieving RSP programs receive significantly more positive appraisals, or
whether specific operational characteristics are responsible for their relatively high
performance. To examine these questions, survey responses and CAP achievement
data must be associated with individual school programs. Since CAP data are only
reliable when all students in a single class or school are averaged together, the needed
association is created by averaging all survey responses for each of the 429 schools
included in the Triennial Evaluation study. After eliminating ali schools with fewer
than seven LD students reporting CAP scores, a total of 192 schools had sufficient
data for analysis.

Conceptually, the analysis of this school level data can be diagrammed as
follows:
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Figure 4: Conceptual Organization of the RSP Factors
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On the top of the figure are shown three possible goals for California’s Resource
Specialist Programs. At the extreme lef; is the widely held goal of increasing student
achievement as measured by the CAP tests. If this goal is reached, RSP students
would perform like their regular program classmates on tests of academic
achievement. A second possible goal, equally academic in emphasis, would be to
provide the learning disabled students with sufficient academic and social support to
enable them to overcome their limitations and return to regular classrooms. This goal
would be reflected in the Triennial Evaluation Survey data when respondents report
that academic outcomes sre heavily weighted in the exit criteria used to reassign
students previously identified as learning disabled. The third possible goal for che
RSP would be to accept the limited ability of RSP students to perform traditional
academic tasks and to concentrate instead on preparing them with svch other
qualities of life as democratic participation, holding a job, independent living and
getting along with others. These quality of life goals are embodied in the General
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School Survey factor we have called Quality of Life Preparation. Success on this goal
would be reflected in strong professional judgments that the RSP programs are
providing these critical social and work skills to the learning disabled students.

Presumably, the strongest RSP programs receive the highest approval ratings.
These ratings should reflect a combination of: (1) program support through principal
leadership and high quality staff development, (2) effective program operations as
measured by more appropriate resource specialist task emphasis, and (3) more
academic achievement for students measured in higher CAP scores, or more academic
achievement on the criteria for exit from the program, or a higher perceived
improvement in the student’s quality of life.

Support for the Goal of Raising CAP Scores

How well do the Triennial Evaluation Survey data fit this conceptualization?
Table 30 examines the first goal -- raising performance on the CAP test. This table
displays the level of correlation between average CAP scores and the various factors
listed in Figure 4. All of the listed correlations are statistically significant except
those linking principal leadership to CAP achievement. The size of the correlations
is rather modest, however, suggesting that most of the variations in reported CAP
scores cannot be explained from the survey data.
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Table 30: Correlations Between Survey Data and LD-CAP Scores

Data Correlation

Survey Response Factors Erom Coefficient
Exit Criteria

Improved Computational Skills (Spec & Prin) +.20

Improved Social Adjustment (Spec & Prin) -.18
Resource Specialist Task Emphasis

In-Class, rather than Pull-Out (Spec & Prin) -.27

Small Group/one-on-one Instruction (Spec & Prin) +.25
Staff Development

Overall Quality (Educators) +.23
Principal Leadership

In Regular School Programs (Educators) +.16 (ns)

In Special Education Programs (Educators) +.04 (ns)
Resource Specialist Program Approval

Confidence in LD Students (Educators) +.32

Overall Program Quality (Parents) +.19
General School Program Approval

Effective Classroom Practices (Educators) +.28

Effective Teaching Strategies {Educators) +.22

Shared Instructional Involvement (Parents) +.26

Organizational Effectiveness (Parents) +.24

NOTE: A1l values larger than .17 are statistically significant

The exit criteria correlates are interesting and a bit unexpected. The two
significant correlations do not support the view that RSP programs placing more
emphasis on academic exit criteria will return high performing students to regular
programs and thus lower the average achievement of the remaining LD identified
students. Instead, greater emphasis on computational skills is correlated with
increased CAP scores while more reliance on social adjustment exit criteria
accompanies lowered CAP scores. Such results suggest that programs with a strong
academic emphasis raise CAP and encourage reliance on academic criteria for RSP
exit. Thus the RSP, like other schcol programs, seems to be responding more to
overall cultural or school climate characteristics than to the technical elements of test
score assessment and student placement.

Two components of the resource specialists’ tasks are significantly correlated
with CAP scores. The first is surprising and appears at odds with current policy
directions. Put simply, the more time resource specialists spend in regular classrooms
(rather than serving students with ancillary "pull-out” services), the lower the school’s
CAP scores. The second task emphasis correlate follows conventional wisdom -- more
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time devoted to small group and one-on-one instruction for LD students yields higher
CAP performance.

As expected, where educators give high marks to the staff development
programs available in their schools student achievement is higher. Principal
leadership behavior, on the other hand, is not significantly related to CAP
achievement for LD students. The direction of the correlations for the principal
leadership factors shown on Table 30 is in the expected direction but they fall short
of statistical significance.

Two dimensions of the RSP evaluation predict CAP improvement. The first 1s
educator judgments that teachers have confidence in the ability of the LD students
to succeed in both academic and non-academic pursuits. It is quite possible, of course,
that this confidence is the result of higher student CAP scores rather than its is
cause. The available data simply do not permit us to determine whether the widely
recognized factor of high expectations works to improve LD student performance, but
there is no reason to suspect that this is not the reason for this correlation. Similarly,
parents give special education programs higher overall approval ratings when CAP
scores are relatively high.

General school program approval is positively related to CAP scores in four
specific areas. Educators report greater use of effective classroom practices and more
frequent use of effective teaching strategies in schools with high CAP scores. Parents,
not asked to assess professional practices, reported that scheools with higher CAP
scores give more attention to overall shared instructional involvement and are more
likely to be characterized by organizational effectiveness.

All of the factors shown on Table 30 were used in a multiple regression analysis
to determine the extent to whick overall CAP scores can be predicted using all factors
simultaneously.

As shown in Table 31, only three factors make substantial independent
contribution to the CAP score predictions. These are:

OThe extent to which professional educators are confident in the
ability of the LD students to be successful,

OThe extent to which the resource specialists work in regular
classes rather than providing ancillary "pull-out" services,
and

OThe extent to which educators report that resource specialists
use effective classroom practices in the operation of their
programs.

61
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Table 31: Summary Predictors of CAP Score
Factor Description Influence ()

Confidence in LC Students +.32
Percent of in-class Instruction
Effective Classroom Practices

Total Explained Variation

Taken together these factors explain just 18.8 percent of the school to school
variation in CAP achievement. Over eighty percent of the variability in test resuits
remains to be accounted for by factors not covered in the Triennial Evaluation Survey.
It is not hard to guess what some of these factors might be. Family socio-econcmic
status and general home conditions, not addressed in this survey, are widely
recognized as major factors influencing student achievement. Furthermore, the
potential error due to inaccuracies in the CAP test (previously described) make it
difficult to be confident in the results of this multiple regression analysis. Despite
these cautionary notes, however, it does appear that positive actions taken by school
professionals (recognized by parents) can increase the CAP scores of LD students,

Support for the Goal of Academic Exit Criteria

Table 32 presents the correlations between various survey factors and the
amount of attention given to reading and computatior. skill improvement of students
who are being considered for reassignment to regular classrooms. As with the CAP
score correlates, these correlations are statistically significant but quite small. Notice
that, despite a modest correlation between reported emphasis on reading and
computation (a correlation of only about .30). These two exit criteria are supported
by the same school and program features. Resource specialists who emphasize small
group or one-on-one instructional strategies, and who have larger than average
amounts of direct student contact, work in schools reporting more emphasis on these
academic exit criteria. (The larger amount of direct instruction appears to be taken
from general student supervision time which is negatively correlated with the
academic exit criteria emphasis).
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Table 32: Correlations Between Survey Data and Reading & Math Exit Criteria

Data Correlation
Survey Response Factors From Coefficients
Resource Specialist Task Emphasi READ MATH
Small Group/one-on-one Instruction (Spec & Prin) +.20 +.20
Direct Student Contact Time (Spec & Prin) +.20 +.12
General Student Supervision Time (Spec & Prin) -.21 -.12
Staff Deve]opment No Relationship
Principal Leadership No Relationship

Resource Specialist Program Approval

Linking RSP to Regular Programs (Educators) -.19 -.22

IEP Process Effectiveness (Parents) -.18 -.10

RSP Service Diffusion (Parents) +.18 +.11
General School Program Approval

Effective Teaching Strategies (Educators) +.15 +.27

Shared Instructional Involvement (Parents) +.24 +.19

Academic Emphasis (Parents) +.11 +.19

NOTE: A1l values larger than .17 are statistically significant

Somewhat surprisingly, there are no significant relationships between staff
development program quality or principal leadership behavior and the emphasis on
reading and computational achievement for LD students.

Educators find that programs with heavy academic exit criteria are less closely
linked to the regular school program (apparently so that more attention can be given
to providing ancillary reading and mathematics instruction). Curiously, the educators
associate high academic emphasis in the programs with higher diffusion of the
resource specialists time and effort throughout the school. Perhaps this is the result
of the fact that academically oriented resource specialist teachers like to work more
closely with teachers and students in the regular program. Parents link increased
emphasis on academic exit criteria with a less satisfactory overall operation of the IEP
process. This may well be due to tke fact that special education parents tend to value
child development over academic competition.

When assessing the regular school programs in those schools with high
emphasis on academic exit criteria, educators see greater use of effective teaching
strategies. Parents see the academic emphasis, but also see an increased attention
being given to developmental aspects of the program.

Table 33 shows what happens when the factors listed on Table 32 are used in
a multiple regression to predict emphasie on reading and computation criteria for exit
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from RSP programs. At most, 15.3 percent of the variance in reading emphasis and
10.8 percent of the variance in computational skill emphasis can be explained by these
variables. Once again, we are left with the unsettling conclusion that statistical links,
while reliable, are too weak to account for most of the variations in this critical aspect
of California’s learning disabilities programs.

Table 33: Summary Predictors of the LDE Factors

Factor Description Influence (B)
Predicting LDE2: Improved Reading Skills
IEP Processes -.26
Shared Instructional Involvement +.25
Resource Specialist Professionalism -.17
Linking RSP & Regular Instruction -.15
Total Explained Variation 15.3%
Predicting LDE4: Improved Computation Skills
Linking RSP & Regular Instruction -.23
Effective Teaching Strategies +.19
Total Explained Variation 10.8%

Support fcr the Goal of Improved Quality of Life Qutcomes

The third possible goal for California’s Resource Specialist Programs, as shown
in Figure 4, is the improvement of each LD students Quality of Life Preparation.
Table 34 presents the correlations between various survey factors and the General
School Survey factor reporting the degree to which each school emphasizes these
quality of life preparation tasks. A quick glance st the table reveals that more of the
variance in the ability of schools to pursue this goal can be explained with the survey
data. The most powerful predictor of increased emphasis on Quality of Life
Preparation is the rievelopment of general school programs that emphasize effective
classroom practi¢s. Apparently concentration on the non-academic needs of learning
disabled students s a natural by-product of aggressive high quality school performance
in other areas.
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Table 34: Correlations Between Survey Data and Quality of Life Prep

Data Correlation
Survey Response Factors From Coefficients
Resource Specialist Task Emphasis
Student Study Team Participation (Spec & Prin) +.13
Interactive Instruction Techniques (Spec & Prin) +.16
Staff Development
Overall Program Quality (Educators) +.33

Principal Leadership
Regular Program Leadership (Educators) +.23

Resource Specialist Program Approval

Linking RSP to Regular Programs (Educators) -.17

Resovrce Specialist Professionalism (Educators) +.15
General Schcol Program Approval

Effective Classroom Practices (Educators) +.46

Shared Instructional Involvement (Parents) +.21

NOTE: A1l values larger than .17 are statistically significant

Parents give higher marks for shared instructional involvement in schools
where there is a strong emphasis on quality of life preparation for LD students.
Somewhat surprisingly, there are no significant correlations between either resource
specialist task emphases or educator and parent assessment of the special education
programs in schools with higher emphasis on quality of life preparation. (A few
correlations that fall just below siguificance are in the expected direction -- more time
spent in student study teams and the use of interactive instructional strategies may
be related to quality of life instructional goals. Similarly, greater resource specialist
professionalism and more separation of the RSP from regular education programs may
be qualities associated with this emphasis).

Not surprisingly, staff development effectiveness and principal leadership
activities do have a significant impact on the development of the quality of life
approach to special education.

Table 35 presents the multivariate regression results associated with the
correlations reported in Table 34. As expected, this table shows that the evaluation
survey data is most effective in predicting this aspect of the KSP programs in
California schools.
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Table 35: Summary Predictors of Quality of Life Prep

Factor Description @ Influence (B)
Effective Classroom Practices +.51
More Commitment to Homework -.19
Confidence in LD Students -.38
Principal School Leadership +.44
Principal’s Leadership in Sp Ed -.32
Effective Teaching Strategies +.30
Total Explained Variation 38.0%

Differences Among Respondent Groups

While the dominant n essage of the Triennial Evaluation survey is one of broad-
based support and appreciation for California’s Resource Sperialist Programs,
individual respondents differ substantially in their assessment of schools and
programs. As expected, one source of difference lies in the fact that program
characteristics and operations vary from school to school. As described previously,
however, school to school variations account for only a small part of the respondent
differences. A second source of divergent evaluation judgments comes from the
specific role occupied by each respondent. It has long been recognized that teachers
and administrators differ on a number of important educational issues, specialist
teachers and regular teachers also differ in their assessments of the special education
programs under study here.

As noted above, the twenty-item parent survey found important differences
between the parents of learning disabled children and those whose children are in
regular school programs. This section explores the differences in viewpoint separating
the various educator groups. Eight educator groups responded to questions abeut the
"exit criteria” used to release children from the Resource Speacialist Programs. These
same educator groups also responded to the 57-item General School Survey. Just four
of the educator groups: high school principals, high school resource specialist teachers,
elementary principals, and elementary level resource specialists, responded to survey
questions regarding the functions and teaching activities of resource specialists.

Differences among these educator groups are best described through the use
of the statistical procedure called multiple discriminant analysis. Multiple
discriminant analysis identifies the patterns of response to survey items on which
educator groups differ most substantislly, and assigns weights to each item and to
each group in a way that permits a graphic display of group differences.

Table 36 presents the multiple discriminant analysis statistics for the eight
educator group responses to the Learning Disabled Exit Criteria Survey. The table
has three sections. The top part of the table contains the correlations between eac::
of the eleven possible exit criteria listed on the survey and the three most significant
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multiple discriminant functions. The center of the table contains the "group
centroids” for each of the eight educator groups. These centroids measure the average
score for each educator role group on the discriminant functions reported in the top
part of the table. These centroid scores are arrayed graphically in Figure 5, and
reveal how each educator group differs from the others in their views regarding the
criteria used to return learning disabled students to the regular school program. In
the bottom section of the table are the mean scores for each group on the eleven exit
criteria measures.
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Table 36: Discriminant Analysis - Learning Disabled Exit Criteria Survey

(Discrimination among Educator Groups)

MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS

Exit Criterion

LDE11
LDE1
LDEIO
LDE4
LDES

LDE2
LDE7

LDE9
LDES
LDE3
LDE6

Discrepancy Criteria
Improved Classroom Behavior
Improved Social Adjustment
Improved Computation Skills
More Desire to Learn

Improved Reading Skills
Improved School Adjustment

More Commitment to Homework
Improved Self-Concept
Improved Communication Skills
Time on Task Adjustment

Explained Variance (Multiple R2) =

GROUP_CENTROIDS

GROUP MEAN SCORES ON THE FLEVEN EXIT CRITERIA:

High School Principals

Hi Sch Assistant Principals
Hi Sch Regular Teachers

Hi Sch Resource Specialists
Elem School Principals

Eiem Assistant Principals
Elem Regular Teachers

Elem Resource Specialists

Item Correlations with:

Func #2
(p=.

Func #1
(p=.000)

Func #3
(n=.000)

.83
.51
.33
.26
.26

.21
.15

10.0%

Func #1

A3
.03
.22
.35
.55
.27
.15
.80

LDE]1 IDE2 LDE3 LDE4_LDES DE6 LDE7 L

HiPr
HiAP
HiTch
HiSpT
E1Pr
E1AP
ElTch
E1SnT
TOTAL

The first poiilt to make about the statistical information shown on Table 36 is
that each of the three discriminant functions is highly significant (p values of .000
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indicating essentially zero chance that the measured differences in group orientation
are the result of chance sampling errors). A second important conclusion is found in
the group mean scores at the bottom of the table. While differences between the
various educator groups are statistically significant, they are only moderately large in
actual numbers. The largest range is found in the reported use of discrepancy criteria
(LDE11). Elementary special education teachers report that this factor is weighted
at 9.8 (out of 100) where regular high school teachers and regular elementary teachers
rate this factor as contributing only 2.4 out of 100 points in the decision to return a
learning disabled studert to the regular school program. While this difference is
substantial, all groups agree that less than 7,'10th of the exit decision is controlled by
the use of these discrepancy criteria.

The discrepancy criteria item is the most significant element in the first
discriminant function (with a correlation of -.83 between scores on this item and the
discriminant function score). As indicated by their placement toward the left end of
the horizonial axis in Figure 5 (labeled Fen #1), the elementary schooi resource
specialists (labeled ES in the figure) reported giving the most attention to discrepai.cy
criteria in the decision 1o return learning disabled students to the mainstream. A
cluster of factors, especially improved classroom behavior, improved social adjustment,
and more desire to learn were ranked higher by other educator groups. Regular
teachers at both the elementary and high school levels gave the greatest weight to
these other factors.

The educators surveyed also had some disagreement about the relative
importance of improved reading skills in controlling exit from the Resource Specialist
Program. As shown in the second column of Table 36, and graphically depicted along
the axis labeled Fen #2 on Figure 5, elementary school principals and teachers tended
to give improved reading skills (and better time on task performance by the LD
students) higher ratings. By contrast, high school level teachers in both regular and
special education programs thought that improved school adjustment and more
student commitment to homework played a larger role.

The third discriminant function shown in Table 36 deccribes the most
important differences between administrators and teachers. Administrator groups
tended to rate improved self concept, communication skills, school adjustment, and
social adjustment as relatively more important exit criteria. By contrast, the teacher
groups gave relatively more weight to students’ homework commitment, better time
on task adjustment, greater desire to learn and improved classroom behavior.
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Figure 5: LD Exit Criteria Discrimination - Ail Factors
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As indicated by the "Explained Variance" estimates listed below each of the
three discriminant functions, a total of only about 15.8 percent of the variance in
responses to the exit criteria survey is associated with the educator role group
identification. While statistically significant, this amount of explained variance does
not suggest dramatic disagreements among the educator groups regarding the criteria
being used to determine whether learning disabled students should be returned to

regular school programs.

Much more substantial differences of opinion were recorded when the various
educator groups responded to the 57-questions of the General School Survey.
Discriminant analysis statistics for the ten factors identified in this survey instrument
are presented in Table 37. Croup membership centroids and the key factors involved
in group differences are shown graphically in Figure 6. Asindicated in the "Explained
Variance” entries, fully 63 percent of the role group membership can be predicted by
knowing how individuals responded to this survey instrument.
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Table 37: Discriminant Analysis - General School Survey
(Discrimination among Educator Groups)

MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS

. Item Correlations with:

B Func #1 Func #2 Func #3
) Survey Factors {p=.000) (p=.000) (p=.000)

Sptd6 LD Student Exit Status -.54 .14 .07

Reg3 Effective Teaching Strategies .49 .37 -.08

Sptd5 Resource Specialist Professionalism -.29 .15 .C3

Sptd3 Principal Special Ed Leadership .33 .63 .32

Regl Princip.” School Leadership -.24 .60 .40

Spkd7 LD Service Diffusion .23 -.44 -.21

Sptd2 Confidence in LD Students .26 .29 .05

Spkdl Quality of Life Preparation -.00 A7 .00

Spkd4 Linking RSP to Reguiar Instruction .15 -.36 .78

Reg2 Effective Classroom Practices 11 .27 -.37

Explained Variance (Muitiple R2) = 35.1% 16.7% 11.2%
GROUP CENTROIDS Func #1 Func #2 Func #3

High School Principels -.73 .34 .78

Hi Sch Assistant Principals -.64 .21 .66

Hi Sch Regular Teachers .19 -.70 .36

Hi Sch Resource Specialists -1.23 -.58 -.35

Elem School Principals -.34 J7 .36

Elem Assistant Principals -.30 .45 .36

Elem Regular Teachers .47 .10 -.17

Elem Resource Specialists -1.02 .C8 -.47

GROUP MEAN SCORES ON THE TEN GENERAL SCHOOL SURVEY FACTORS:

SpEdl Spkd2 SpEd3 SpEd4 SpEd5 SpEdS6 SpEd7 Reql Req2 Req3

HiPr 32 -.02 .12 .42 .27 .43 -.51 .69 -.17 -.21
HikP .09 -.07 .14 35 .16 .49 -.31 .57 -.27 -.23
HiTch -.16 -.17 -.23 .54 -.10 -.20 .26 -.26 -.33 -.22
H SpT .01 -.28 -.94 -26 .14 .60 .05 -.16 -.17 -.66
EiPr 30 .24 .43 -.04 27 .27 -.50 .68 .05 .08
ET1AP -.08 -.02 .36 .32 .13 25 -.34 .48 -.22 -.04
E1Tch .04 .15 .15 -.09 -.14 -.23 .10 -.07 .12 .27
E1SpT -.06 -.41 -.33 -.49 .38 .44 -.18 .15 .05 -.48
- TOTAL .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 -.00 -.00 .04 -.02 -.00

The first discriminant function distinguishes the views of regular classroom
. teachers (at both the elementary and secondary levels) from those of the
administrators and resource specialist teachers. The primary points of disagreement

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 51 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90

71




revolve around: the nature of principal leadership in the public schools, the extent
of emphasis on resource teacher professionalism, whether learning disabled students
are being exited from the Resource Specialist Programs, and whether there is
adequate diffusion of special education services into the regular classrcoms.

Revealing a classical "the grass is always greeaer . . ." syndrome, regular
teachers give greater credence to principal leadership in special education while
resource specialist teachers see the principals as giving stronger overall school
leadership. Regular teachers see somewhat higher use of effective teaching strategies
and have higher confidence in the abilities of LD students, while specialists see more
student exits and higher resource specialist professionalism.

The second discriminant function shown on Table 37 (and graphed in Figure
6) differentiates the administrator groups from the views of high school teachers and
resource specialists. The high school teacher groups see stronger links between the
resource specialist programs and regular classroom programs. They also see more
diffusion of specialized services into the regular program. By contrast, the
administrator groups tend to have a more positive view of the effective classroom and
teaching strategies in their schools. They also are more confident in the abilities of
LD students and rate their own leadership influence slightly higher than do the
teacher groups.

The third discriminant function identifies the points of difference between the
special education teachers at both elementary and secondary levels and the
administrator groups. The regular elementary teachers tend to join the specialists,
but the high school regular teachers tend to share the views of the administrators.
The administrators give themselves more credit for leadership than do the teacher
groups. By the same token, teachers give themselves more credit for using effective
classroom practices that the administrators are willing to recognize. More
importantly, however, the administrators value the creation of links between the
special education and regular classroom programs while the specialist teachers tend
to see more diffusion of the specialist program and more interferenze between their
job assignments and their own work goals.
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Figure 6: GSS Discrimination on Educator Groups - All Factors
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Table 38 presents the multiple discriminant analysis statistics for responses to
the Resource Specialist Functions survey. Only four educator groups are shown in the
middle part of this table because this survey instrument was only given to principals
and resource specialist teachers in elementary and secondary schools. Once again, the
table reports the correlations and group centroids for three discriminant functions.
The third function needs to be interpreted with some caution because it has about 73
chances in a thousand (p = .073) of resulting from chance sampling errors.

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 53 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90




Table 38: Discriminant Analysis - Resource Specialist Functions Survey
(Discrimination among Educator Groups)

MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS

Item Correlations with:

Func #1 Func #2 Func #3
Survey Factors {p=.000) (p=.000) (p=.073)
RSF7 Administrative Duties -.55 -.11 -.42
RSF1 Direct Contact with Students .45 .17 -.45
RSF3 Modification of Materials -.32 -.18 .22
RSF8 General Supervision of Students -.31 -.30 .05
RSF4 Student Study Team Participation .28 .27 .20
RSF6 Assessment of Students .25 -.56 .42
RSF2 Consultation with Regular Teachers -.35 .56 .16
RSF5 Preparation for Teaching -.40 .10 .75
Explained Variance (Multiple R2) = 21.0% 3.4% .8%
GROUP_CENTROIDS Func #1 Func #2 Func #3
High School Principals -.44 .43 .24
Hi Sch Resource Specialists -.70 -.01 -.08
Elem School Principals .48 .16 -.07
Elem Resource Specialists 15 -.18 .06
GROUP_MEAN SCORES ON THE TEN GENERAL SCHOOL SURVEY FACTORS:
RSF1 RSF2 RSF3 RSF4 RSF5 RSF6 RSF7 RSF8
HiPr 54.91 10.70 4.76 4.78 10.28 7.18 3.72 2.55
HiSpT 54.00 9.45 5.65 3.71 9.30 7.52 5.36 2.74
ElPr 63.97 7.15 3.83 5.28 6.95 8.83 1.98 1.49
E1SpT 59.43 6.91 4.66 4.62 7.95 9.92 2.81 2.19
TOTAL 59.12 7.86 4.6/ 4.60 8.15 8.83 3.265 2.14

As shown in the group centroids, and depicted in Figure 7, the first
discriminant function in Table 38 distinguishes the views of the two elementary
school groups from those of the two high school groups. The elementary respondent
groups tend to believe that the resource specializis spend more time in direct contact
with students, in study team meetings and in the assessment of students. Secondary
level respondents tend to feel that resource teachers spend more time on
administrative duties, teaching preparation, consultation with regular teachers,
materials modification, and general student supervision. -

The second discriminant function shown in Table 38 highlights the differences
between the principal groups and the resource specialist teacher groups. The primary
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points of disagreement concern the amount of time resource specialists spend on
general student supervision and student assessment (given higher scores by the
teacher groups) and the amount of time the resource specialists devote to
consultation, student study team meetings, and direct student contact (given higher
ratings by the administrators).

The third discriminant function found in this analysis describes the unique
views of the high school principals (the other groups have near zero centroids on this
function). The dominant view of the high school principals is that resource specialists
spend somewhat more time on preparation for teaching and devote more time to
student assessment.

Figure 7: Resource Specialist Functions Discrimination - All Factors
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Table 39 displays the multiple discriminant statistics for tLe three factors
describing resource specialist teaching activities. Group centroids from this table are
depicted in Figure 8. This analysis, covering the principal and resource teacher
respondent groups at both school levels, indicates that there are two important
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dimensions of disagreement on the teaching techniques and activities used by resource
teachers.

Table 39: Discriminant Analysis - Resource Specialist Teaching Activities Survey
(Discrimination among Educator Groups)

MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS

Item cOrrelations.'m:th:

Func #1 Func #2

Survey Factors {p=.000) (p=.000)
ACT3 Pct Small Group & 1-to-1 Inst. .85 .53
ACT1 Pct In-Class Instruction -.76 .65
ACT2 Pct Interactive Instruction -.08 -.07
Explained Variance (Multipie R2) = 9.8% 2.2%

GROUP CENTROIDS Func #1 Func #2
High School Principals -.52 .30
Hi Sch Resource Specialists -.45 -.12
Elem School Principals 13 .18
Elem Resource Specialists .26 -.09

GROUP MEAN SCORES ON THE TEN GENERAL SCHOOL SURVEY FACTORS:

ACT1 ACT2 ACT3

High School Principals 48.98 48.16 67.34
Hi Sch Resource Specialists 37.85 47.09 63.82
Elem School Principals 2€.64 44 .44 77.89
Elem Resource Specialists 20.35 46.65 77.09
TOTAL 28.98 46.23 73.49

As the mean scores at the bottom of Table 39 easily confirm, the primary point
of disagreement among these groups is the extent to which resource specialist
teachers use small group or one-on-one instructional strategies rather than whole
class instruction. High school respondents reported using whole class instructional
techniques only about half as often as their elementary counterparts. Interestingly,
the teacher groups both reported substantially smaller proportions of their time
devoted to small group and one-on-one instruction than did their principals. High
school principals report that neerly half the resource specialists’ time (48.98 percent)
is devoted to small group instruction. Elementary specialist teachers report the
smallest amount of time devoted to the use of these more individualized strategies
(about 20.35 percent of all instructional time).
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The second discriminant function shown in Table 39 distinguishes the principal
groups from the resource specialist respondents. The principal groups, as already
noted, report more resource specialist time devoted to individualized forms of
instruction. They also perceive that the resource specialists spend somewhat more
time in the regular classrooms than do the specialists themselves reported.

In sum, professional role is an important source of variation in the assessment
of school operations and Resource Specialist Programs. Principals and teachers hold
different views based on their unique beliefs about the most important and effective
elements of these programs. Specialist teachers, themselves, differ from their regular
classroom counterparts in their assessments of the program performance and
priorities.

Figure 8: RS Activity Discrimination on Educator Groups
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Finally, several questions in the General School Survey were directed
specifically towards cducators views regarding ‘ne impcrtance of the LD/RSP
programs. State-level discussions of special education program reform have brought
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these issues to the forefront of attention. Cverall mean scores to these five questions
are presented in Table 40.

Table 40: General School Survey - Importance Items Mean Scores

Mean
Questionnaire Item Score

LD students need services in resource room 5.37
T’s believe class size reduction more beneficial than RSP 4.09
T’s believe LD students benefit more in regular class 3.22
More for LD students when RS consult than by direct instr 3.09
T’s believe that LD students need RSP for 3 yrs or less 2.88

Responses to all five of these questions confirm the commitment of education
professionals throughout the state to providing special education services through the
use of LD/RSP programs. Only ‘n the case of Question 7, asking respondents to
indicate whether they feel that students with learning disabilities need special
education services "in the resource room" in order to be successful in the regular
classroom, was there unanimous and strong agreement among all educator groups in
the survey. All groups gave an average score above 5.00 on the 6-point scale (with
standard deviations of 1.2 or less). This means that fewer than 10 percent of the
respondents expressed any level of disagreement with this statement.

All respondent groups also indicated agreement with the sentiments of survey
item 31, asking whether teachers believe that a reduction in class size would be more
beneficial than services from the Resource Specialist Program. As indicated by the
standard deviations for this item, shown in Appendix B, there was much less
agreement on this view. The overall mean score of 4.09 was associated with standard
deviations ranging from 1.7 to 1.9. Thus, more than a quarter of the respondents in
every role group did not agree that teachers prefer class size reductions to LD/RSP
services.

The remaining three policy relevant questions had overall mean scores close to
the mid-point of the 6-point response scale. Each has an cverall mean indicating some
disagreement with the wording of the item. Item 44 asked whether teachers believe
that students with learning disabilities would receive greater benefits if resource
specialist services were provided in regular classrooms. High school principals,
assistant principals, and high school teachers in regular classrooms tended to agree
that teachers hold this view -- all elementary level respondent groups and the high
school special education teachers disagree. Elementary special education teachers
disagreeing quite strongly. Item 46 asked whether respondents believe that more
benefits could be derived for students with learning disabilities by having resource
speciaiists consult with regular teachers than by providing direct instructic=. Gverall,
survey respondents disagreed, preferring the direct instruction approach. High school
principals, assistant principals and regular classroom teachers did endorse the
consultation approach by narrow margins, however. Again, the elementary level
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special education teachers were most likely to believe that direct instruction is
supericr to the consulting teacher model.

Item 39 elicited the greatest level of disagreement among respondent groups.
This item, asking whether teachers believe that students with learning disabilities
need services for no more than three years, elicited disagreement from all respondent
groups. Though standard deviations on the order of 1.5 (shown in Appendix B)
indicate substantial disagreements within each respondent group, relatively few
survey respondents believe that LD/RSP students can exit this program in less than
three years.

An overall picture of how respondent groups differ from each other on these
five important policy issues can be seen from the discriminant analysis presented in
Table 41, and graphed in Figure 9. Since there were no statistically significant
differences between principals and assistant principals at either the elementary or
high school levels, the administrator groups were combined for this analysis. As
indicated by the discriminant function coefficients and group centroid sccres, the most
dramatic differences in attitudes toward these questions are found in the tendency for
high school teachers and administrators to believe that LD/RSP services should be
offered within regular classrooms and through consultation rather than direct
instruction. These groups also tend to believe that class size reductions would be
more valuable. RSP teachers, at both the high school and elementary levels differ
most strongly from this view. Regular teachers iz the elementary schools are most
likely to believe that LD/RSP services are best provided in the resource room, while
the administrators at both levels tend to endorse the consultation approach within the
regular classrooms.
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Table 41: Discriminant Analysis - GSS Importance Items
(Discrimination among Educator Groups)
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
item Correlations with: ¢

Func #1 Func #2 Func #3

Survey Factors {p=.000) (p=.000) (p=.073)
GSS44 T's believe LD studs ben more in Reg .88 -.18 -.20
GSS46 More for LD when RS direct instr .64 -.53 .13
GSS31 T’s believe smaller class than RSP .63 .56 -.12
GSS39 T's believe LD need RSP 3 yr or less .21 .03 -.73
GSS7 LD students need svcs in res room .02 .37 .55
Explained Variance (Multiple R2) = 70.1% 19.2% 9.8%
GROUP CENTROIDS Func #1 Func #2 Func #3
High School Principals .30 -.37 .09
Hi Sch Regular Teachers .48 -.05 .02
Hi Sch Resource Specialists -.33 -.19 -.26
Elem School Principals -.15 -.18 -.29
Elem Regular Teachers -.06 .14 .00
Elem Resource Specialists -.60 -.17 .07

GROUP MEAN SCORES ON THE TEN GENERAL SCHOOL SURVEY FACTORS:

GSS7 GSS31 GSS39 GSS44 GSS46
HiPr 5.29 3.94 2.85 3.71 3.69
HiTch 5.37 4.57 3.02 3.8 3.63
HiSpT 5.51 3.31 2.55 2.69 2.89
E1Pr 5.17 3.70 3.17 3.11 2.98
ELTch 5.42 4,09 2.87 3.06 2.87
E1SpT 5.28 3.21 2.60 2.32 2.63
TOTAL 5.37 4.03 2.89 3.18 3.06
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Figure 9: Discrimination on Importance Items
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Conclusions

The California Triennial Evaluation of Special Education focused on three major
goals: 1) the overall assessment of the Califernia Resource Specialist Program and the
schools in which they are located, 2) the identification of underlying themes and
common perspective refle-ted in the evaluation data, and 3) a effort to determine the
extent to which response factors from the evaluation data can predict student
achievement and Resource Specialist Program characteristics.

A random sample of schools was selected from those schools providing special
education services within the state. Schools were sent different amounts of surveys
to ensure a balanced and representative return sample. The surveys were distributed
in May 1988. 426 schools returned at least one cnmzieted survey. A total of 23,349
surveys were collected. Individuals surveyed included: high school and elementary
school principals and assistant principals; high school and elementary school special
education teachers; high school and elementary school regular education teachers; and
parents of students in both the regular education and special education programs.
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The Quality Theme Goal

Overall there is a high degree of satisfaction with the various programs in the
State as reflected on all of the surveys.

Parents were very positive in their assessment of California public schools.
They expected their children to graduate from high school and succeed in school.
They also feel confident in the public schools’ ability to provide support and direction
to their students but don’t feel that academic achievement and parent i. volvement
are emphasized enough. Schools, it seems, are better at setting expectations than at
focusing parental attention on such academic matters as homework, academic
achievement and child motivation.

Parents of special education students as a group tended to give a strong
endorsement to these programs although a small group of these parents do not feel
encouraged to participate and are disappointed with the quality of their children’s
schooling.

The professioual e “1cators who were surveyed were even more positive in their
assessment of the school than are the parents. Strongest support was recorded for
statements reporting enthusiasm and dedication. Lower levels of agreement were
reported for items dealing with student assessment, instructional plarning and
program flexibility.

Overall mean scores for the Resource Specialist Program show that educators
throughout California are convinced that resource rooms support ciassroom success
for special education students, and that California educators endorse long-term
student services through resource room support outside the regular classroom. They
also believe that these needed services are currently being provided by Resource
Specialists.

Staff development activities were attended about twice a year and most
frequently dealt with some wspect of language learning followed by techniques for
teaching mathematics. The in-services were conducted in a variety of locations; most
appreciated were those held at local schools, district and county offices, and SELPAs.
Least appreciated locations were held at the SDE. Overall location had little impact
on staff appreciation of program quality. Elementary principals were the most
enthusiastic about in-service efforts followed by high school principals. High scheol
teachers in both regular and special education programs were the least satisfied.
Elementary school teachers in the regular program expresced an average degree of
satisfaction with in-service efforts.

In terms of time commitments Resource Specialists devote just under two-
thirds of their day vo direct interaction with students. Freparing for this interaction
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accounts for about twenty-two percent of their time. A small twelve percent of their
time is dedicated to nop-instructional tasl<,

Pull-out strategies are favored twice as much &3 are those involving in-class
activities. When in-class instruction is offered, however, various techniques are used
to produce a balance for students. Whole class instruction is used most often during
in-class sessions while small groups are mostly utilized in pull-out sessions.

The preparation of LD students for adult life is a major goal of the Resource
Specialist Program. School personnel responding to the Exit Criteria Survey weighted
most heavily the improvement of reading skills as the most important. Indeed it was
four and one-half times more important than the lowest ranked criterion -- the
discrepancy criteria. They also thought that consumer education, instruction in
financial matters, specific employment skills and job-interviewing training were
important elements of a strong transitional program.

The Common Theme Goal

The parent surveys produced three dimensions for their understanding of
school programs: 1) Shared Instructional Irvolvement, stressing the ability of schools
to assist parents in helping children through mutual teacher-parent communication;
2) Organizational Effectiveness, stressing parental perceptions of school rules and
prioritie. school safety, and the nurturing qualities of school personnel; and 3) an
emphasis on Academic Learning that focuses on homework, good study skills, and
school pride. Good schools according to parents are strong on shared instructional
involvement, are organizationally effective, and stress academic concerns for &l
children. Parents of special education children tend to see shared instructional
involvement as the most important of these themes while parents of scudents in the
regular program focus first on the academic emphasis of the school, followed by the
school’s organizaiional effectivenes-. Special education parents further refined their
perceptions of the schools by identifiag two oth~r evaluation themes: 1) Overali
Program Quality and 2) the IEP process.

Professional educators identified three ways of understanding the general
school programs: 1) a factor stressing Principal Leadership identifying the various
ways in which site level administrators support the program by close involvement
with goals and operations of the program as well as through ‘nteractions with
teachers, parents, and students; 2) Effective Classroom Practices stressing how
effective classroom practices positively impact on student learning; and 3) Effective
Teacking Strategies, or the modification of teaching techniques and materials to reet
the individual learning needs of students.

In understanding schooi special education programs nrofe.sional educators

identify seven common themes: 1) the first concerns the Quality of Life Preparation
made available io learning disabled students, showing how schools are preparing
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students to participate in the community through specific curricular provisions; 2) a
Confidence in the Learning Disabled Student to succeed in life after graduation from
high school; 3) the belief that Principal’s Leadership in Special Education is
instrumental in the success of the program; 4) the link between the RSP and Regular
Instruction focusing on serving LD students in the regular classroom setting; 5) a
recognition that Resow.ce Specialist Professionalism is important in the ongoing
school program (as well as serving as an overall approval of the RSP); 6) Student Exit
Status, showing that few students return to special education programs after exiting
them and that exited students are performing well in regular classrooms; and 7) a
general belief that Service Concentration in the RSP is both needed and necessary for
students to succeed.

The Exit Criteria Survey produced two themes perceived to be important in
successful special education programs: 1) the inclusion of a Job Training program
focusing on consumer education, financial skills, job interviewing skills, instruction in
learning what skills are important in maintaining employment, as well as learning
what skills are important for given work; and 2) broad based External Support of the
Curriculum from both the principal and community groups.

Student Achievement

Learning disabled students were included in the statewide California
Assessment Program testing for the first time in 1988-89. In keeping with the fact
that the CAP test is normed on average studen*s, learning disabled students scored
in the bottom one-quarter of those tested. Factor analysis of CAP test scures
indicated one achievement factor showing high intercorrelations between achievement
areas. Even though the CAP is not a good measure of students in this abiliiy range
the scoces were averaged to test the relationship between the surveyed characteristics
of the Resource Specialist Programs and the achievement of learning disabled
students.

Statistical analysis of the patterns of survey responses revealed underlving
themes that were also not entirely expected. These relationships summarize into
several important points:

OParents generally take a more positive view of the School and
the Resource Specialist Program when:

(1)  they are more involved in the process of their child’s
education,

(2) there is a higher rate of contact between student and
teachers, and

(8)  the teaching criteria emphasize achievement and shared
instru-tional involvement.
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OTeachers rate their functioning more positively when:

(1) they describe their work environment as consisting of
collegial relationships in which they are encouraged to
exchange views,

(2) effective classroom and teaching practices are used, and

(8) more time is aliowed for the delivery of direct instruction
and instructional planning (as opposed to general
supervision or administrative activities).

OAdministrators perceive a higher level of functioning when:

(1) there is a greaier sense of leadership on issues concerning
special education, and

(2) stronger links occur between the Resource Specialist
Program and program in regular education (encouraging
higher exit rates).

Relating views on program support to either specific program functions or
student achievement proved to be only somewhat informative. The relatively low
predictive power of these relationships probably results from the fact that many
sources of variation were not included in the survey process. These explanatory
factors would include: the socio-economic status of each family, school district size and
relative wealth, the availability and use of technology, and the influence of local
conditicns on school performance. In addition, several potentially important interest
groups were not included in the surveys, such as: both regular and special education
students, local businesses and employers, and community and civic leaders. In the
case of CAP scores, significant issues surround the use of CAP scores with learning
disabled students necessitating caution in their use and interpretation. It is possible,
of course, that the amount of explained achievement is all that the school can control.
More likely all school operation factors not measured are also important to the
achievement of LD students.

The strongest relationships in the data are as follows:

OHigher learniag disabled student CAP scores result from:

(1) more educator confidence in the abilities of LD students,
(2) higher reported use of "pull-out” services, and

(3) teachers employing effective classrcom practices.
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OStronger emphasis on academic criteria in the reassignment of
learning disabled students to regular education program is
related to:

(1)  ahigherreported emphasis on effective teaching strategies,

(2)  increased attention being given to developmental aspects of
the program,

(3) a lower perceived linkage to the regular school program,
and

(4)  less highly rated perceptions (by parents) on the ability of
the school in fulfilling its IEP commitments.

OHigher quality of life outcomes are achieved when:

(1)  schools emphasize more effective classroom and teaching
practices,

(2) there is more confidence in the abilities of LD students,
and

(3) a sense of leadership and direction is provided by school
administration.

These associations argne for a re-examination of the purpos s behind the
Resource Specialist Program. This re-examination would involve considering
alternative goals to be achieved and the most effective means for achieving these
goals. Critical to this policy analysis would be an examination of alterrative ways of
utilizing the Resource Specialist Program to assure e-juality of educationz® opportunity
for students with leariiing disabilities.

Policy Implications

Three policy issues are brought into focus by the results of the Triennial
Evaluation survey:

(1) What should be done about the competing goals being
served by the LD/RSP programs?

If achievement in all goal areas were enhanced by the same program elements,
there would be no issue here. 'Infortunately, CAP score improvement requires
different program emphases than does returning LD/RSP students to the mainstream
cr enhancing their quality of life through an emphasis on democratic participation,
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holding a job and other "quality ot life" outcomes. The state of California faces a
dilemma: there are no acceptable criteria for measuring LD/RSP program
productivity on any one of its three major goals. On a statewide basis CAP tests
delineate the difference between students in these programs and those in regular
classrooms, but these tests are not designed for low achieving students or for
assessing the achievement of small groups. Successful return of LD/RSP students to
regular classrooms may be a measure of program productivity, but there are no
broadly accepted criteria for deciding when program exit is appropriate. And quality
of life is not even clearly defined as a goal, much less amenable to measurement. If
the State seeks to hold LD/RSP staff accountable for student achievement, it is
imperative that appropriate standards be set and reliable measures of progress toward
those standards be developed.

(2) Given the extraordinarily low academic achievement of
LD/RSP siudents, what shovld be the posture of the state
of California regarding their participation in mainstream
classrooms?

Currently, policy attention is focused on increasing the extent to which LD/RSP
students participate in the core curriculum. In order for this to be a realistic goal, one
of two things must occur, either: (a) resource specialist teachers must become much
more adept at providing the level of support needed for these students to achieve at
alevel comparable to minimally successful regular students, or (b) local school systems
must adapt their curricula to meet the needs of these special students. At present,
the gap between typical LD/RSP students and the vast majority of those in the
regular school program is so large as to insure failure and frustration for children
returned to regular class participation. State policy makers need to come to grips
with the question of whether to change the opberations of regular classrooms or to
provide continuing support to those who are not successful within it.

(3) Canthestate of Californiareasonably expect local districts
to provide the level of instructional support needed to
enable the lower 50 percent of LD/RSP students to reach
traditional graduation standards?

With E0 percent of the LD/RSP classes scoring below the lowest 1/2 of 1
percent of regular classes, radical changes will be needed to help these students
become successful high school graduates. State policy makers must determine
whether to sink energy and resources into improving support programs, or shift
outcome expectations and build new school programs for these studentz. There is a
broad base of political support both in the parent commurity and among professional
educators for restructuring school expectations and programs to support better quality
of life outcomes for LD/RSP students. There may be equally strong support for
shifting the goals of education for all children.
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PROFESSIONAL HISTORY/RESPONSIBILITIES

The following questions provide us with information on your professional
responsibilities and experience. Please circle the number/letter that most
appropriately answers each question.

1. School Schooi District

2. Grade levels in this school.
a. (K-6) b. (6-8) c. (7-9) d. (10-12) e. Other {( )
3. What is your current position?

IEACHER ADN 5 ISTRATOR

a. Multiple Subject (K-6) k. Hincipal

b. Resource Specialist I. Asst. Principal

¢. Remedial Reading m. Spec. Education Director
d. Remedial Math n. Psychologist

e. Special Class 0. Dean

t. English/Language Arts p. Counselor

¢. Mathematics g. Other (specify)

h. Social Science

i. Vocational Education

j. Other

4. How many years have you been employed in education?
12 3 45 6 7 8 9 1015 1620 21-25 over

5. How many years have you becn employed in this school?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10-15 16-20 21-25 over

.O)

How many years have you been employed in your current posiuon?

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1015 1620 21-25 over

7. What grade level(s) do you teach? (Circie ail that apply.)
123 456789 10 11 12

8. How much formal preparation do you have?

Less than a Bachslor's degree.

Bachelor's degree.

Some graduate work but less than a Master's degree.

Master's degree.

More than Master's but not a Doctorate.

Doctorate degres. -

~saopop

PHRS .001
Copyright 1988 California State Department of Education
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Professional Responsibilities
Page 2

9. List the types of credentials you hold.
a, b.

c d,

10. Do you hold a credential for the subject(s) you teach?
a. Yes b. No ¢. Not Applicable
11. In your judgment, what is the general reputation of this school in your community?
. a. Among the best d. Below average

b. Better than avarage e. Poor school
¢. About average
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GENERAL SCHOOL SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to provide information on characteristics that may be related o .
school environment. Although research has shown that school environment is important for
students' academic success, no information is availabie for how these factors may affect different
student populaticns. By carefully and accurately completing this survey, you will contribute
greatly to our effort 1o better understand which dimensions are Important to the success of
different student groups. All information obtained will be held in strictest confidence and will
be used for SDE evaluation purposes only. The results of this study will only be reported in
aggregate form, and no attempt will be made to reveal individual, school, or district results.

Position of respondent: Regular Teacher - Administrator __ Spacial Ed Teacher —_—
Primary Grade, . Intermediate — High School
Levelofrespondant: K6 ____ 79 10-12 Other

Directions: For each of the following items, please piace a check mark under the heading that
indicates to what extent you agree .,r cisagree with the statement as it currently applies to your
school. Make sure that your opinon refiects the current status of your school and not as you
wouid want your scheo! 1o be.

~ STRONGLY DISAGREE
0 MODERATELY DISAGREE
@ SOMETIMES DISAGREE
& SOMETIMES AGREE

o MODERATELY AGREE
o STRONGLY AGREE

STATEMENTS OF SERVICES

1. Teachers interact with parents about their
childrens' progress including parents of
Isarning disabled students. O D 0 0 0 0

2. Teachers monitor student work closely. O O 0 0 0 0

3. Teachers believe that special education
students can succeed In the core curriculum. G 0O 0 0O 00

4. The principal/ vice principal serves as the
administrator Yor ail IEP team meetings. O 0 0 0 0 0

5. Teachers pace their instructional programs
to challenge all students. O 0 0 0 0 0

6. The principalivice principal is available to
discuss instructional issues related 1o this
school, O 0 0 0 0 0

GSS .002
Copynght 1088 Callfomia State Department of Education o1.
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-+ STRONGLY DISAGREE
N MODERATELY DISAGREE

STATEMENTS OF SERVICES

@ SOMETIMES DISAGREE

& SOMETMES AGREE

o MODERATELY AGREE

& STRONGLY AGREE

7. Students with learning disabilities need special
education services in the resource room o be
successful in the regular classroom. (y (O

8. Regular classroom teachers use flexible
grouping patterns for working with studants. (y O

9. Teachers modily instructional materials
to meet individual student's needs. 0 0

10. The provision of assistance o non-handicapped
studants by the resource specialist interfores
with services provided to students with
learning disabilities. (y 0

11, Teachers are strongly committed to continuous
student assessment and accountability. (y 1)

12. The principal ensures that materials and supplies
needed to instruct students with learning
disabilities in the basic skills are available. () O

13. Teachers regularly allow sufficient time
for interactive learning. 0O 0

14.  Teachars work together to find succossful
teaching strategies for students who have
ditficulty learning. 0O 0

15.  Teachers belisve that students with leaming
disabilities can live productive livas upon
completing their education. 0 0

16. Teachers believe that thsy have the
necessaiy skills and abilities 5 reach even
the most ditficult students. 0 0

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 71
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-+ STRONGLY DISAGREE
N MCDERATELY DISAGREE
@ SOMETIMES DISAGREE
& SOMETWMES AGREE

o MODERATELY AGREE

o STRONGLY AGREE

STATEMENTS OF SERVICES

17. The school is conducive o teaching and
learning. O 0O 0 0 0 0

18. Teachers believe that most students with
learning disabllities will graduate from
high school. O 0 0 0 0 0

19. Praise ard recognition are given to students
for academic and educational excelierce. O 0O 0 0 0 0

20. Teachers believe that mos: stidents with
leaming disabilities can succaed in
college after graduating from high school, (g0 O 0O 0 0

21. The pnncipal initiates and leads frequent
discussions concerning instruction and
student achjevemant. O 0 0 0 0 0

22. The principa! frequently communicates to
parents and the cornmunity about the
instructional program. O 0 6 0 0 0

23. During this past school year. most of the
rasource specialist's time was cevoted to
assisting with school administrative
responsibilities rather than with direct
instruction, O O 0 0 00

24. Teachers are encouraged to use test results
1o systematically plan curriculum

improvement. O O 0 0 O 0
25. The resource specialist teacher assists the
regular classroom teachers with miodifization -
of the curriculum for students with lenrning
disabilities. O O 0 0 O 0
-3. -
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STATEMENTS OF SERVICES

-+ STRONGLY DISAGREE

N MODERATELY DISAGREE

¢ SOMETIMES DISAGHEE

& SOMETIMES AGREE

o MODERATELY AGI£.E

& STRONGLY AGREE

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

LD/RSP Survey Report

The principal minimizes interruptions
during leaming time.

Teachers provide equal opportunities for

all students to participate in class discussions.

Teachers assign homework regulariy.

Teachers consistently enforce classroom
fules and standards of behavior.

The resource specialist teacher promotes
the professional growth of regular education
teachers through the provision of statf
development training.

Teachers believe that a reduction of ciass

size would be more bensticial 1o help students
with learning disabilities succeed in regular
education classes than services from a
Resource Specialist Program (RSP).

The principal and teachers are mutually
responsible for enforcing standards of
student behavior,

Teachers demonstrate a sense of collegiality
and acceptance of each other as professionals,

Academic achievement scores havs improved
at this school because of the effective teaching
skills of the staff.

Teachers participate in making decisions
about matters that will directly affact shem.

0

0

0

0

0

\)

0

0

(
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-+ STRONGLY DISAGREE

STATEMENTS OF SERVICES

N MODERATELY DISAGREE

@ SOMETIMES DISAGREE

& SOMETIMES AGAREE

tn MODERATELY AGREE

© STRONGLY AGREE

36.

37.

38.

38.

40,

41,

42.

43.

44,

45,

LD/RSP Survey Report

The rasource specialist monitors curriculum
implementation for students with learning
disabilities. 0

Teachers emphasize high standards of achieve-
ment for all s:udents. ()

Instruction in acceptable social values is
provided to students with leaming disabilities
throughout the curriculum. ()

Teachers believe that students with leaming
disabilities require Resource Specialist Program
services for not more than ihree yaars, ()

The principal is highly visible throughout
the school, including the Resource Specialist
Program. ()

The instructiona program prepares students
with learning disabilities to gst glong with
others. ()

Teachars at this school hold high expactations
for all students, inclugding stucents with
learning disabilities. ()

Instruction in social interaction skills is
provided to students with learning disabilities. ()

Teachers believe that students with leaming
disabilities would receive gresier instructional
benefits if resource specialist servicas were
provided in the regular classroom setling. {)

This school is preparing students with learning
disabilitias to live independently in the
community. ()
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46. More educational bensfits couid be derived for
studen’s with leaming disabilities by having
the resource specialist consult with the raguiar
teacher than by providing direct instruction to
students, O 0 0 0 0 0

47. Teachers use multiple assessment methods 1o
determine progress of students with learning
disabilities. O 0 0 0 0 0

48. Teachers at this school allow sufficient time
for students with lsaming disabilities to
participate in the instruction of basic skiils. O 0 0 0 0 0

49. Students with lsaming disabllities roceive
Resource Specialist Program services during
the same time that non-handicapped students
receive instrustion in the cors curriculum. O 0 0 0 0 0

50. This school is a safe and supportive place 1o
work. O O 0 0 0 o

Si. The princips! establishes curriculum
priorities for the Resource Specualist Program. () () () () () ()

52. The principalivice principal monitors
curricuium impiementation for both regular
and Resource Spacialist Programs. O 0 0 0 0 o

53. Teachers ensure that students with iearing

disabilities participate in the classroom's

core curriculum. O O 0 0 0 0
54. This school is preparing students with learning

- disabilities o participate in social or community
activities. O 0 0 0 0 0
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STATEMENTS OF SERVICES 1 2 3 4 5 6
55. The instructional program prepares students
with leaming disabilities to participate in the
democratic process. O 0 0 0 0 0
56. RSP students who have exited into regular
education classes with no further need for
special education services are performi.g
satistactorily in the academic areas. O O O O 0O 0
57. Few students return to special education after
exiting the Resource Specialist Program. O O 0O O 0O 0

-7

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 76 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/%0




Appendix A
The Eleven Surveys

RESOURCE SPECIALIST FUNCTIONS

Foliowing is a list of responsibilities most frequently reported by resource specialists.
In the space provided, indicate the percentage of Resource Specialist time devoted 1o each
function. The sum for all responsibilities must total 100%.

PERCENT
FUNCTIONS OF TIME

1. Direct Contact with Students

Consultation with Regular Teachers

Modification of Materials

Student Study Team Participation

Preparation for Teaching

Assessment of Students

Administrative Duties

Geaeral Supervision of Students

L ® N n s w o

Other

b.

TOTAL 100%

RASPE .003 »
Copyright 1988 California State Department of Education
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RESOURE SPECIALIST PROGRAM

Special education means many Nings ‘0 many paople. The following questionnaire will provide
the State Department of Education witt. information to be able to answer the quastion, “What is
S0 special about special educatic 77

Following is & list of *Teaching Stra:v.ins® most frequently reported as used in special education
instruction. Diswribute 100 points 3o indicate the proportica of instructional time which s
devoted to that instructional strategy as a Resource Specialist Teacher. Enter your point
distribution in the appropriate cell 2o column. Remember, your tota! should not exceed 100
points.

X -

WEIGHT OF

| STRATEGIES STRATEGIES BY SETTING

In In

~t Reqular Class  F _ puljOme Tortals

1.0 Interactive Discussion

2.0 Cooperative/Team Learning ——
3.0 Worksheets/Textbook Exercises
4.0 Roic Playing/Simulation
5.0 Multi-media Instruction
6.0 Individual Seat-work

TOTAIL : 100

Following is a list of "Grouping Characteristics” frequently reported as used in special
education instruction. Distribute 100 points 0 indicate the proportion of instructional
time which is devoted 10 that grouping characteristic 25 3 Resource Specialist Teacher.
Enter your point distribution in the appropriate cell and column. Remember, your
total should not exceed 100 points.

' WEIGHT OF
| GROUPING CHARATERISTICS _CHARACTERISTICS BY SETTING

In
Pull-Owt Totale

1.0 Whole Class Instruction
2.0 Onc-t0-One Instruction

3.0 Small Group Instruction
(3-5 Students)

TOTAL 100

RSPS .004
Copyright 1988 California State Depantment of Education
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EXIT CRITERIA FOR STUDENTS WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES
The purpose of the questionmaire is to provide the State Depantment of Education with .
information on the most important factors 10 consider in determining whether a
swudent with learning disabilities no longer needs special education services from the
Resource Specialist Program.
Position of respondent:
Regular Teacher Administrator Special Ed. Teacher ____  Other _____
Please read the following factors carefully. In the cells beside each characteristic,
distribute 100 poimts to indicate the importance which you assign to each factor in
making the decision to return a swudent with learning disahilities 10 the regular
program.  You may assign any number of points you wish to any of the cells.
However, do not assign the same number of points 10 any two factors and make sure
that the twotal number for all cells does not exceed 100 points.
WEIGHT OF
CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS

10 Improved Classroom Behavior

20 Improved Reading Skills

3.0 Improved Communication Skills

40 Improved Computatioa Skills

50" Improved Setf-Concept

6.0 Time on Task Adjustment

7.0 Improved School Adjusiment

80 More Desire 10 Leam

90 More Commitment 10 Homework

100 Improved Social Adjusiment

11.0  Discrepancy Criteria

120  Others

a.
b. _
TOTAL 190
LD/EC .006 .
Coovnoht 1988 State Decartment of Education
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EXIT CRITERIA FOR STUDENTS WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES
The purpose of the questionmaire is to provide the State Depantment of Education with .
information on the most important factors 10 consider in determining whether a
swudent with learning disabilities no longer needs special education services from the
Resource Specialist Program.
Position of respondent:
Regular Teacher Administrator Special Ed. Teacher ____  Other _____
Please read the following factors carefully. In the cells beside each characteristic,
distribute 100 poimts to indicate the importance which you assign to each factor in
making the decision to return a swudent with learning disahilities 10 the regular
program.  You may assign any number of points you wish to any of the cells.
However, do not assign the same number of points 10 any two factors and make sure
that the twotal number for all cells does not exceed 100 points.
WEIGHT OF
CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS

10 Improved Classroom Behavior

20 Improved Reading Skills

3.0 Improved Communication Skills

40 Improved Computatioa Skills

50" Improved Setf-Concept

6.0 Time on Task Adjustment

7.0 Improved School Adjusiment

80 More Desire 10 Leam

90 More Commitment 10 Homework

100 Improved Social Adjusiment

11.0  Discrepancy Criteria

120  Others

a.
b. _
TOTAL 190
LD/EC .006 .
Coovnoht 1988 State Decartment of Education
LD/RSP Survey Report Page 80 . CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90
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CURRENT STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Position of respondent: Regular Teacher_____ Administrator_____ Special Ed Teacher_____
N Primary Grade ____ Intermediate ——eme High School
Level of respondent: K- 7-9 1012 Other ______

Please tell us what the nature of your current staff development activities is by responding to
the following items:

1. s there, currently, a staff development program in your school? Yes __  No -
If yes:

2. Who coordinates the staff development program (position)?

3. How do the teachers make their staff development needs known?

4. Are the inservice sessions planned with teacher representatives? Yes __  No

If yes, how are they selected?

5. How many staff development sessions are conducted during a given school year?

6. Are the current inservice sessions linked to desired student outcomes? Yes __ No ___

Pleaze explain your answer.

. SD/GS 007
Copyngjht 1988 California State Depantment of Education

-
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7. Do the current insarvice sessions meet your ngeds? Yes ___ No ___

Please explain your answer.

8. In what areas were inservice sessions conducted during this current school year? Check
the area(s) in which the inservice was provided and the number of sessions provided in
each area.

AREAS QF | VICE
Check | NumberofSessions |

1.0 Strategies for teaching reading
2.0 Strategies for teaching math

3.0 Strategies for teaching languags

4.0 Strategies for teaching LEP students

5.0 Strategies for working with high risk
students.

6.0 Classroom management

7.0 Strategies for teaching mainstream
students with special needs

8.0 -Other
a

b.

2
LD/RSP Survey Report Page 82 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90
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9. In Column Two please indicate the number of inservices provided by each
respective agency listed in Column  One. Assign a rating which indicates
your perception of the value of the inservice(s) by that agency(ies) which
provided the inservice.

AGENCY NUMBER OF RATING OF INSERVICES
INSERVICES | VERY POOR ________ OUTSTANDING

1.0 Locai School 0 0 0 0 0 0
2.0 District Office 0 0 0 0 0 0
3.0 County Office 0 0 0 0 0
4.0 S:lpa 0 0 0 0 0
5.0 SDE. 0 0 0 0 0
6.0 Other (Specify)

N 0 0

| S 0

o 0 0 0 0 0 0

10. What specific recommendations would you offer in order to improve the inservice program?

3
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Position of respondent: Regular Teacher Administrator______ Special Ed Teacher
Primary Grade ___  Intermediate ____ High School
Levelof respondent: K-6 ___ 79 1012 Other ____

Directions: Please think in ternis of all the inservice sessions that you attended during the
1987-88 school year, and give an overall rating for each question asked by r.arking the
appropriate bubble.

N MODERATELY DISAGREE
© SOMETIMES DISAGREE
& SOMETIMES AGREE

«n MODERATELY AGREE

o STRONGLY AGREE

INSERVICE

The overall quality of the inservice
was high.

The coritent of the inservice was very
meaningful,

The inservice was linked 10 school pregram
goals and objectives.

The objectives of the inservice were clear.
The inservice was very beneficial.
My expectations and needs were mat,

Adequate attention was: given %o arrangements
for the inservice, (time, place. tacilities).

Follow-up support for inservice activities
was available.

SD/GS .008
Copyright 1988 Celifomia State Department of Education
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TRANSITION FOR LEARNING DISABLED

HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

Besearch Question

Are schools preparing students with learning disabiiities to be productive citizens after they

leave high school?

Position of respondent:
Reguiar Teache,

Administrator ___ Special Ed Teacher

Other

Directions: For each of the following items, please indicate to what extent you agree or

disagrea with the statement as it applies to you.

SKILLS

= STRONGLY DISAGREE

8 MODERATELY DISAGHEE

w SOMETIMES DISAGREE

& SOMETIVES AGREE

o MODERATELY AGREE
o STRONGLY AGREE

1. Vocational teachers at this school have
practical experiences in the occupational
fields they are instructing.

2. The principal at this school supports a
job-specific skiil curricuium.

3. The business community cooperates with
this schooi in helping students with
learning disabilities obtain employment.

4. The school curriculum for students with
learning disabiiities stresses skills essential
for maintaining employment.

5. Community-school support programs are

()

()

()

0

availabls for students with learning disabiiities

who experience work-related problems.

6. Job-3kill training is articulated throughout
the schooi curricuium.

LD/TS .009

*  Copynght 1988 Califomnia Stats Department of Education
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0

0

()

0

()

()

0

()

()

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0O 0
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SKILLS

= STRONGLY DISAGREE

& MODERATELY DiSAG# EE

@ SOMETIMES DISAGREE

» SOMETMES AGREE

o MODERATELY AGREE
o STRONGLY AGREE

7. Students with leaming disabilities at this
school understand the requirad skiils for
the career of their choice.

8. Job-spgcific skill training opportunities
gre included in the curriculum.

8. Job-interview training is provided for
students with leaming disabilities.

19 Consumer education is inciuded in the
curriculum for students with learning
disabilities.

11. Skills to assist siudents with learning
disabilities manage their financial
matters are included in the curriculum,

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

)

()

()

0 0

0 0

2.
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PARENT SURVEY

The putpose of this survey is to provide information on issues that may be related to school i
environment. Although it is believad that school environment is important for school success,

no information is available for how these issues may affect different student populations. By

carefully and accurately completing this survey you will greatly contribute 10 a better

- understanding of which issues are important to the success of different student groups. All

information obtaired will be held in strictest confidence 2nc will bs used for State Department of

Education evaluation purposas only.

Directions: For each of the following items, please irdicate 1o what extent you agree or
disagree with the statement.

STRONGLY DISAGREE
MODERATELY DISAGREE
SOMETIMES DISAGREE
MODERATELY AGREE

SOMETIMES AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

ISSUES 1 2 3 4 35 &
1. The purposas and priorities of the school
are clesr 10 me. O 0 0 0 0 0
2. My ehl!d is encouraged o leam as much
and as fast as possidie. O 0 0 0 0 0
3. My child's tcachers are very enthusiastic. O 0O 0O 0 0 0
4. | am confident that my chiid is £~y while
at school. O O 0 0 0 0
S. The rules of behavior at school have been
made very clear 1o me. O 0O 0 0 0 0
6. My child has pride in the school and tries to
keep it clean and neat. O O 0 0 0 0
7. | am actively encouragad 10 become involved
in school activities. O 0 0 0 0 0
8. My child’s teachers expect my child to
graduate from high school. O O 0 0 9 0
LD/PS .011
Copynght 1988 Califomia State Department of Education .1.
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ISSUES

STRONGLY DISAGREE

-t

MODERATELY DISAGREE

N

SOMETIMES DISAGREE

w

MODERATELY AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

n

9. 1 am encouraged to visit classrooms.
10. My child's teachers think that | have an
important contribution to make in my
child's education.
| am kept aware of my child's progress.

| am encouraged by teachers to help my
child with his/her homework.

My child's teachers contact me regularly
to discuss histher work.

My child's teachers strass academic
achievement.

My child is continuously encouraged by
teachers to work hard.

The principal expects all students from
this school to graduate from high school.

My child has learned good study habits
at school.

My child spends most of histher day on
reading, math, nglish, and social studies.

My child does homework at least three
school nights a week.

My child's teachers provide me with ideas
to help my child with school work.

LD/RSP Survey Report
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ISSUES

STRONGLY DISAGREE

-—h

MODERATELY DISAGREE

SOMETIMES DISAGREE

)

SOMETIMES AGREE

MODERATELY AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

21.

24.

26.

27.

LD/RSP Survey Report

| was encouraged to participate in my
chiid's IEP meeting.

The |EP team listened to my comments
during the |EP team meeting.

Since my child has been participating in
the Resourcs Specialist Program, he/she
is doing better with regular class school
wok.

The resource specialist teacher keeps
me wall informed on my child's success
with his/her individualized special
education program.

My child has many friends in this school
who do not receive special education
services.

| have been encouraged by my child's
special education teacher to visit histher
special aducation classes.

My child participates in many school
activities heid by the schoo! that relate
1o school work.

My child is getting a good education

through the assistance provided by the
special education program,
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Appendix A
The Eleven Surveys .

STRONGLY DiSAGREE
MODERATELY DISAGREE
SOMETIMES DISAGREE
SOMETIMES AGREE

- MODERATELY AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

ISSUES

-t
»n
(2]
E
(1]
an

29. My chiid's spacial ecucation teacher
contacts me often 10 inform me about
my child's prograss in the special
education class. O 0 0 0 0 0

30. | feel that | understand my child's
individualized educational program. 000000

31. 1 know when my child's individuaiized
educational program will be reviewed
by the school. O 0 0 0 00

32. My child enjoys attending his/er
special education classes. O 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix B

Survey Response i{eans, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General Schoel Survey, Item #1
Question: Teachers interact with parents about their childrens’ progress
including parents of learning disabled students.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.05 .86 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.99 .20 219
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.59 1.12 1346
High School Special Education Teachers 5.07 1.05 27¢
Elementary Principals 5.51 75 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.28 J7 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.32 .95 2932
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.27 .96 438
A11 Respondents 5.13 1.03 5814

Survey: General School Survey, Item #2

Question: Teachers monitor student work closely.
Respondent &roup Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.18 .85 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.20 .79 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 5.11 .87 1350
High School Special Education Teachers 5.14 .93 267
Elemantary Principals 5.43 a7 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.32 .70 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.42 .78 2933
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.16 .94 439
A11 Respondents 5.30 .83 5814

Survey:
Question:

Respondent Group

General School Survey, Item #3

Teachers believe that special education students can succeed in

the core curriculum.

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals
High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers

Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers

A11 Respondents

LD/RSP Survey Report

Page 91

4.49
4.56
4.04
4.25
4.68
4.51
4.29
4.11
4.26

111

.10
.05
.20
.24
.85
.06
27
.34
1.24

bomt pomi pomd pomd

bk i pomd

Mean  Sdev  Cases

91
215
1339
270
331
186
2912
437
5781
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Survey:
Question:

Survey:
Question:

Survey:
Question:

Respondent Group
High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Respondent Group
High School Priacipals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers

Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

General School Survey, Item #4

The principal/vice principal serves as the adm. nistrator for all

IEF tram meetings.

General School Survey, Item #5

i
1

Mean Sdev

4.21 1.82 90
4.11 1.89 214
4.02 1.69 851
2.67 2.01 267
4.86 1.51 327
4.89 1.42 184
4.72 1.58 2578
3.72 2.06 437
4.38 1.77 4948

Teachers pace their instructional programs to chailenge all

students.

Elementary Special Education Teachers
211 Respondents

Mean Sdev Cases
4.74 .81 91
4.73 .95 219
4.59 1.09 1352
4.29 1.25 269
5.03 .88 330
4.82 .87 186
4.95 .99 2934
4.30 1.35 438
4.78 1.07 5819

General School Survey, Item #6

The principal/vice principal available to discuss

instructional issues related to this school.

LD/RSP Survey Report

Page 92
112

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.75 .52 Q1
High School Assistant Principals 5.67 7 219
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.99 1.24 1341
High School Special Education Teachers 4.90 1.35 270
Elementary Principals 5.87 .42 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.70 .69 187
Elementary Regular Educatica Teachers 5.29 1.13 2930
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.23 1.24 439 -
A11 Respondents 5.26 1.14 5809
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Appendix B
Survey Re’ponse Means, Standard Deviatiors, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #7
Question: Students with learning disabilities need special education
services Tn the resource room to be successful in the regular

classroom.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.13 1.08 90
High School Assistant Principals 5.28 .98 218
High School Regular Education Teachers 5.38 .94 1330
High School Special Education Teachers 5.48 .81 269
Elementary Principals 5.15 1.19 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.20 1.10 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.43 .97 2906
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.25 1.18 437
A11 Respondents 5.37 1.00 5766

Survey:  General School Survey, Item #8
Question: Regular classroom teachers use flexible grouping patterns for
working with students.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.27 1.04 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.16 1.03 215
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.06 1.18 1323
High School Special Education Teachers 3.53 1.29 265
Elementary Principals 4.84 1.02 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.58 1.06 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.88 1.09 2908
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.17 1.31 437
A11 Respondents . 4.52 1.21 5755

Survey: General School Survey, Item #9
Question: Teachers modify instructional materials to meet individual
student’s needs.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.41 .80 89
High School Assistant Principals 4.25 .98 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.22 1.17 1329
High School Special Education Teachers 3.52 1.38 268
Elementary Principals 4.86 .90 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.48 1.14 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.86 1.07 2908
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.89 1.36 435
A11 Respondents 4.53 1.19 5761
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #10

Question: The provizion of assistance to non-handicapped students by the
resource specialist interferes with services provided to
students with learning disabilities. .

Respondent Group Hean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 1.79 1.24 86
High School Assistant Principals 2.15 1.49 199
High School Regular Education Teachers 2.47 1.43 1063
High School Special Education Teachers 2.41 1.70 255
Elementary Principals 2.05 1.51 315
Elementary Assistant Principals 2.21 1.54 172
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.27 1.55 2528
Clementary Special Education Teachers 2.43 1.79 411
A1l Respondents 2.30 1.55 5029

Survey: General School Survey, Item #11
Question: Teachers are strongly committed to continuous student assessment
and accountability.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.80 .98 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.89 .95 218
High School Regular Educaticn Teachers 4.82 1.10 1329
High School Special Education Teachers 4.66 1.10 267
Elementary Principals 5.10 .94 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.95 .98 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.24 .92 2909
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.84 1.12 436
A11 Respondents 5.05 1.02 5765

Survey: General School Survey, Item #12

Question: The principal ensures that materials and supplies needed to
instruct students with learning disabilities in the basic skills
are available.

Respondant Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.33 72 89
High School Assistant Principals 5.33 .82 213
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.41 1.41 1186
High School Special Education Teachers 4.16 1.57 264
Elementary Principals 5.53 .70 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.37 .96 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.84 1.28 2784
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.69 1.53 437
A11 Respondents 4.79 1.33 5487
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Survey: General School Survey, Item #13

learning.

Respondent Group

Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Question: Teachers regularly allow sufficient time for

interactive

High School Principals
High School Assistant Principals

Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #14

Mean Sdev Cases
4.65 .96 90
4.51 .99 215
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.37 1.04 1306
High School Special Education Teachers 4.09 1.19 268
4.82 .89 329
4.70 .92 186
4.78 1.00 2862
4.37 1.20 431
4.61 1.05 5687

Question: Teachers work together to find successful teaching strategies
for students who have difficulty learning.

Survey: General School Survey, Item #15

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.69 1.00 9l
High School Assistant Principals 4.41 1.14 217
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.09 1.35 1321
High School Special Education Teachers 4.07 1.32 268
Elementary Principals 4.92 1.05 328
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.62 1.11 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.72 1.23 2899
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.27 1.36 436
A11 Respondents 4.51 1.29 5745

Question: Teachers believe that students with learning disabilities can
live productive lives upon completing their education.

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 95
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Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.27 .89 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.11 .87 215
High School Regular Education Teachers 5.00 1.03 1330
High School Special Education Teachers 4.59 1.18 267
Elementary Principals 5.34 .78 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.12 .83 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.20 .96 2891
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.61 1.20 434
A11 Respondents 5.08 1.01 5742
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #16

Question: Teachers believe that they have the necessary skills and
abilities to reach even the most difficult students.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.50 1.10 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.51 1.06 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.92 1.42 1334
High School Special Education Teachers 3.81 1.44 268
tlementary Principals 4.48 1.15 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.35 1.21 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.18 1.38 2897
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.89 1.40 436
A11 Respondents 4.12 1.38 5758
Survey: General School Survey, Item #17
Question: The school is conducive to teaching and learning.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High Schoel Principals 5.60 7 91
High Scheol Assistant Principals 5.55 .67 219
High School Regular Education Teachers 5.01 1.11 1351
High School Special Education Teachers 5.02 1.08 270
Elementary Principals 5.72 .57 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.49 .70 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.39 .96 2931
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.23 1.08 440
A11 Respondents 5.30 1.00 5820

Survey: General School Survey, Item #18

Question: Teachers believe that most students with learning disabilities

will graduate from high school.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.95 .99 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.88 .92 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.56 1.06 1322
High School Special Education Teachers 4.48 1.23 270
Elementary Principals 4.83 1.04 325
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.56 1.05 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.41 1.16 2883
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.31 1.25 439
A11 Respondents 4.50 1.13 5732
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Itsm #19
; Question: Praise and recognition are given to students for academic and
: educational excellence.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.65 .68 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.56 .69 218
High School Regular Education Teichers 5.40 .82 1345
High School Special Education Teachers 5.44 .82 270
Elementary Principals 5.76 .59 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.62 .65 186
Elementary Regular Education Teuchers 5.65 .70 2926
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.59 7 440
A11 Respondents 5.58 .74 5808

Survey: General School Survey, Item #20
Question: Teachers believe that most students witii learning disabilities
can succeed in college after graduating from high school.

Respondent Group liesan Sdev Cases
High School Principals 3.84 1.05 91
High School Assistant Principals 3.87 1.08 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.54 1.27 1318
High School Special Education Teachers 3.14 1.30 270
Elementary Principals 3.99 1.20 318
Elementary Assistant Principals 3.74 1.13 183
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 3.83 1.26 2854
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.29 1.31 439
A11 Respondents 3.70 1.27 5687

Survey: Geneiral School Survey, Item #21
Question: The principal initiates and leads frequent discussions
concerning instruction and student achievement.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.94 1.03 90
High School Assistant Principals 4.80 1.17 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.74 1.55 1303
High School Special Education Teachers 3.66 1.58 268
Elementary Principals 5.17 .90 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.81 1.31 183
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.4] 1.47 2894
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.37 1.54 436
A11 Respondents 4.30 1.51 5720
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #23
Question:

Survey: General School Survey, Item #22
Question: The principal frequently communicates to parents and the
community about the instructional program.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.30 .89 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.18 .98 216 3
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.55 1.32 1295
High School Special Education Teachers 4.38 1.40 268
Elementary Principals 5.35 .80 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.04 1.20 185
Elementary Regular Educatinn Teachers 4.88 1.27 2891
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.85 1.28 434
A11 Respondents 4.83 1.27 5712

During this past school year, most of the resource specialist’s

time was devoted assisting with schoel administrative

responsibilities rather than with direct instruction.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 1.50 1.01 89
High School Assistant Principals 1.70 1.09 212
High School Regular Education Teachers 2.68 1.56 993
High School Special Education Teachers 2.12 1.47 270
Elementary Principals 1.31 .89 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 1.59 1.17 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.14 1.56 2755
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.70 1.32 439
A11 Respondents 2.10 1.51 5273

survey: General School Survey, Item #24
Question:

Teachers are encouraged to use test results to systematically

plan curriculum improvement.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.52 1.21 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.50 1.13 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.89 1.41 1305
High School Special Education Teachers 4.07 1.38 270
Elementary Principals 5.13 .91 330
Elementary Assistant Piincipals 4.76 1.15 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.54 1.29 2893
Eiementary Special Education Teachers 4.56 1.26 437
A11 Respondents 4.41 1.33 5728
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Numbe: of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #25

Question: The resource specialist teacher assists the regular classroom
teachers with modification of the curriculum for students with
learning disabilities.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principais 4.90 .91 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.54 1.21 213
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.7% 1.59 1274
High School Special Education Teachers 3.90 1.58 270
Elementary Principals 4.84 1.12 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.69 1.18 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.19 1.60 2879
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.55 1.32 441
A11 Respondents 4.18 1.55 5685

Survey: General School Survey, Item #26
Question: The principal minimizes interruptions during learning time.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.34 .83 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.25 1.02 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.42 1.54 1318
High School Special Education Teachers 5.02 1.19 268
Elementary Principals 5.45 .70 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.25 .95 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.85 1.34 2909
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.05 1.27 436
A11 Respondents 4.84 1.35 5754

Survey: General School Survey, Item #27
Question: Teachers provide equal opportunities for all students to
participate in class discussions.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.04 .69 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.85 .87 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.93 1.01 1318
High School Special Education Teachers 4.81 1.08 267
Elementary Principals 5.17 .84 327
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.99 .95 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.36 .87 2902
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.93 1.05 429
A11 Respondents 5.15 .95 5734
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #28
Question: Teachers assign homework regularly.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev _ Cases
High School Principals 5.17 .80 90
High School Assistant Principals 5.02 .87 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.97 1.04 1318
High School Svecial Education Teachers 4.67 1.20 266
Elementary Principals 5.50 75 327
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.28 .84 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.48 .81 2907
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.41 .87 434
A11 Respondents 5.29 .93 5743

Survey: General School Survey, Item #29
Question: Teachers consistently enforce classroom rules and standards of

behavior.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.15 .80 90
High School Assistant Principals 5.00 .90 215
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.78 1.12 1328
High School Special Education Teachers 4.75 1.09 268
Elementary Principals 5.51 .67 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.24 .89 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.35 .93 2909
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.15 1.00 436
A11 Respondents 5.16 1.01 5762

Survey:s General School Survey, Item #30

Question: The resource specialist teacher promotes the professional growth
of regular education teachers through the provision of staff
development training.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases

High School Principals 4.23 1.43 90
High School Assistant Principals 4.04 1.39 211
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.55 1.56 1240
High School Special Education Teachers 3.66 1.63 267
Elementary Principals 4.24 1.40 326
Elementary Assistant Principals 3.82 1.49 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 3.59 1.70 2828
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.71 1.60 431
A11 Respondents 3.67 1.63 5%7%
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #31

Question: Teachers believe that a reduction of class size would be more
beneficial to help students with learning disabilities succeed
in regular education classes than services from a Resource
Specialist Program (RSP).

Respondent Group _Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.01 1.88 89
High School Assistant Principals 3.96 1.79 208
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.61 1.69 1271
High School Special Education Teachers 3.34 1.86 260
Elementary Principals 3.71 1.81 319
Elementary Assistant Principals 3.72 1.70 180
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.13 1.91 2837
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.22 1.85 427
A11 Respondents 4.09 1.88 5591

Survey: General School Survey, Item #32
Question: The principal and teachers are mutually responsible for
enforcing standards of student behavior.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.63 .82 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.50 .98 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 5.27 1.12 1326
High School Special Education Teachers 5.14 1.18 267
Elementary Principals 5.85 .41 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.59 .85 187
Elementary Regular Education Teacher s 5.50 1.02 2899
Elementary Speciul Education Teachers 5.41 1.

all Respondents 5.45 1.03 5747

Survey: General School Survey, Item #33
Questior: Teachers demonstrate a sense of collegiality and acceptance of
each other as professionals.

}
\
|
i
|
07 434
i

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.31 1.02 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.19 .86 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 5.03 1.10 1325
High School Special Education Teachers 4.96 1.09 266
Elementary Principals 5.46 .87 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.26 .90 187
Elementary Reguiar Education Teachers 5.34 .98 2896
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.21 1.02 436
A11 Respondents 5.24 1.01 5746

l
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #34 :
- Question: Academic achievement scores have improved at this school because
! of the effective teaching skills of the staff.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.27 J7 90
Hign School Assistant Principals 5.00 .95 212
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.91 1.10 1281
High School Special Education Teachers 4,91 1.04 262
Eiementary Principals 5.28 .89 326
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.03 .97 183
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.17 1.01 2814
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.04 1.10 424
A1l Respondents 5.09 1.04 5592

Survey: General School Survey, Item #35
Question: Teachers participate in making decisions about matters that will
directly affect them.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.31 g7 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.21 .82 215

High School Regular Education Teachers 4.16 1.42 1330

High School Speciai Education Teachers 4.22 1.48 268

Elementary Principals 5.63 .56 328
: Elementary Assistant Principals 5.13 .99 187
: Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4 .37 2899
) Elementary Special Education Teachers 4 .34 431
4

A1l Respondents .37 5749

e |
N
[ S

Survey: General School Survey, Item #36
Question: The rescurce specialist monitors curriculum implementation for
students with learning disabilities.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.14 .91 90
High School Assistant Principals 5.05 .95 210
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.34 1.38 1160
High School Special Education Teachers 4.85 1.42 268
Elementary Principals 5.04 1.14 329
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.95 1.24 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.53 1.42 2809
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.00 1.19 437 -
A1l Respondents 4.62 1.37 5489
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #37

Question: Teachers emphasize high standards of achievement for all

students.

Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #38

Mean Sdev Cases
5.07 .79 91
5.08 .76 217
4.90 1.04 1340
4.97 .89 267
5.41 .75 332
5.16 .87 186
5.34 .86 2919
5.15 .95 438
5.19 .92 5790

Question: Instruction in acceptable social values is provided to students
with learning disabilities throughout the curriculum.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.83 1.18 89
High School Assistant Principals 4.81 .94 212
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.56 1.10 1204
High School Special Education Teachers 4.83 1.14 265
Elementary Principals 5.22 91 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.96 1.03 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.03 1.03 2814
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.91 1.2¢ 436
A11 Respondents 4.81 1.07 5536

Survey: General School Survey, Item #39

Question: Teachers believe that students with learning disabilities
require Resource Specialist Program services for not more than

three years.

Respondent Group

High School Priacipals
High School Assistant Principals

Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers

Mean Sdev Casas
2.87 1.48 83
2.79 1.31 193
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.01 1.40 1036
High School Special Education Teachers 2.53 1.53 256
3.18 1.47 311
3.09 1.38 179
2.87 1.49 2630
2.62 1.46 421
2.88 1.47 5109

A11 Respondents

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 103

123

CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90




Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #40
Question: The principal is highly visible throughout the school, including
the Resource Specialist Program.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.20 .96 90
High School Assistant Principals 4.85 1.19 216
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.98 1.62 1248
High School Special Education Teachers 3.76 1.84 267
Elementary Principals 5.56 .65 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.97 1.31 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.70 1.48 2856
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.68 1.55 438
A1l Respondents 4.57 1.54 5631

Survey: General School Survey, Item #41
Question: The instructional program prepares students with learning
disabilities to get along with others.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.26 .80 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.05 .88 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.65 1.06 1262
High School Special Education Teachers 4.84 1.14 265
Elementary Principals 5.34 .85 331
Elementary Assistant Priacipals 5.01 1.00 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.87 1.09 2845
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.94 1.11 438
A11 Respondents 4.87 1.07 5632

Survey: General School Survey, Item #42
Question: Teachers at this school hold high expectations for all students,
including students with learning disabilities.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.03 1.05 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.03 .87 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.71 1.13 1327
High School Special Education Teachers 4.56 1.27 267
Elementary Principals 5.37 .81 332
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.06 .94 187
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.16 1.05 2908
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.77 1.24 438
A1l Respondents 5.00 1.10 5764
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Appendix B

Survey: General School Survey, Item #43

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Question: Instruction in social interaction skills is provided to students

with learning disabilities.

Respondent Grou

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #44

Mean Sdev
5.07 .98
4.86 1.00
4.63 1.02
4.79 1.22
5.23 .87
4.88 1.05
4.91 1.13
4.88 1.14
4.86 1.10

Cases
91
211
1153
268
328
185
2778
435
5449

Question: Teachers believe that students with learning disahilities would
receive greater instructional benefits if resource specialist
services were provided in the regular classroom setting.

Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #45

Mean Sdev
3.76 1.58
3.71 1.46
3.89 1.47
2.68 1.56
3.08 1.51
3.14 1.44
3.09 1.71
2.35 1.44
3.22 1.66

Cases
84
195
1207
261
322
182
2781
429
5461

Question: This school is preparing students with learning disabilities to
live independently in the community.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.23 1.02 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.20 .80 213
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.73 1.02 1268
High School Special Education Teachers 4.90 1.24 267
Elementary Principals 5.18 .88 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.94 1.05 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.82 1.11 2841
Elementary Specizl £ducation Teachers 4.89 1.19 435
A11 Respondents 4.86 1.09 5632
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General School Survey, Item #46

Question: Kore educational benefits could be derived for students with
learning disabilities by having the resource specialist consult
with the regular teacher than by providing direct instruction to

students.

Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant frincipals
Elementary Regular Educaticn Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #47

Mean Sdev
3.65 1.67
3.72 1.61
3.62 1.55
2.93 1.70
2.93 1.67
2.96 1.65
2.88 1.70
2.64 1.61
3.08 1.69

Cases
88
210
1248
267 .
328
184
2838
435
5598

Question: Teachers use multiple assessment methods to determine progress
of students with learning disabilities.

Respondent Group

Mean Sdav Cases
High School Principals 4.74 1.26 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.61 1.11 210
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.25 1.24 1218
High School Special Education Teachers 4.32 1.58 264
Elementary Principals 4.88 1.11 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.60 1.24 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.70 1.22 2831
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.25 1.64 429

4.55 1.29 5558

A11 Respondents
Survey: General School Survey, Item #48

Question: Teachers at this school allow sufficient time for students with
learning disabilities ts participate in the instruction of basic

skills.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.92 1.02 91
High School Assistant Principals 4.80 .90 212
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.44 1.07 1258
High School Special Education Teachers 4.13 1.39 268
Elementary Principals 5.04 .96 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.79 1.03 184
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.87 1.03 2848
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.31 1.42 434

4.70 1.12 5626

A11 Respondents
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: General Scinol Survey, Item #49

Question: Students with learning disabilities receive Resource Specialist
Program services during the same time that non-handicapped
students receive instruction in the core curriculum.

Respondent Group

High School Principals
High School Assistant Principals

Elementary Principals
Elementary Assistant Principals

A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #50

Respondent Group

High School Principals
High School Assistant Principals

Elementary Principais
Elementary Assistant Principals

Mean Sdev Cases

4.94 1.13 85

4.93 1.27 200

High School Regular Education Teachers 4.65 1.22 1070
High School Special Education Teachers 4.84 1.51 260
4.60 1.47 325

4.79 1.25 179

Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.84 1.33 2706
Elementary Speciai Education Teachers 4.80 1.51 423
4.78 1.34 5248

Question: This school is a safe and supportive place to work.

Mean Sdev Cases

5.87 .32 91

5.72 .55 218

High School Regular Education Teachers 5.16 1.14 1326
High School Special Education Teachers 5.21 1.10 268
5.83 .41 331

5.54 .80 187

Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.43 .98 2895
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.31 1.18 430
5.39 1.01 5746

A11 Respondents

Survey: General School Survey, Item #51

Question: The principal establishes curriculum priorities for the Resource

Specialist Program.

Respondent Group

High School Principals
High School Assistant Principals

Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Mean Sdev Cases

3.96 1.54 89

4.20 1.41 204

High School Regular Education Teachers 3.96 1.42 883
High School Special Education Teachers 2.76 1.66 261
4.13 1.45 328

4.08 1.62 182

4.08 1.52 2330

3.00 1.77 427

3.89 1.58 4704
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey:  General School Survey, Item #52 )
Question: The principal/vice principal monitors curriculum implementation
for both regular and Resource Specialist Programs.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.89 1.18 89
High School Assistant Principals 5.10 .96 210
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.44 1.33 1082
High School Special Education Teachers 3.79 1.70 265
Elementary Principals 5.19 1.01 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.01 1.18 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.68 1.34 2658
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.20 1.63 433
A11 Respondents 4.61 1.38 5253

Survey: General School Survey, Item #53
Question: Teachers ensure that students with learning disabilities
participate in the classroom’s core curriculum.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.05 .95 88
High School Assistant Principals 4.95 .90 212
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.63 1.04 1254
High School Special Education Teachers 4.74 1.24 267
Elementary Principals 5.16 .95 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.97 .92 183
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.01 1.06 2827
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.77 1.25 j23
A11 Respondents 4.90 1.07 5584

Survey: General School Survey, Item #54
Question: This school is preparing students with learning disabilities to
participate in social or community activities.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.33 .88 90
High School Assistant Principals 5.23 .81 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.76 .97 1256
High School Special Education Teachers 4.82 1.23 267
Elementary Principals 5.28 .90 330
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.12 .93 185
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.96 1.04 2835
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.90 1.15 432 :
A11 Respondents 4.95 1.03 5609
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Appendix B

Survey: General School Survey, Item #55

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Question: The instructional program prepares students with learning
disabilities to participate in the democratic process.

Survey: General School Survey, Item #56

satisfactorily in the academic areas.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.34 .80 91
High School Assistant Principals 5.18 713 214
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.74 1.01 1230
High School Special Ecucation Teachers 4.81 1.07 267
Elementary Principals 5.29 .81 331
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.17 .90 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.97 1.02 2822
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.93 1.09 435
A11 Respondents 4.95 1.01 5576

Question: RSP students who have exited into regular education classes with
no further need for special education services are performing

Survey: General School Survey, Item #57
Question: Few students return to special education after
Resource Specialist Program.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.82 .89 90
High School Assistant Principals 4.81 .83 207
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.10 1.12 1113
High School Special Education Teachers 4.88 1.00 267
Elementary Principals 4.95 .91 327
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.69 .89 183
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.34 1.16 2644
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.86 1.06 432
A1l Respondents 4.44 1.13 5263

exiting the

Page 109
- 129

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.00 1.07 89
High School Assistant Principals 4.95 .89 197
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.14 1.10 885
High School Special Education Teachers 5.08 1.10 265
Elementary Principals 5.11 1.01 325
Elementary Assistant Principals 4.91 .99 180
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.52 1.16 2380
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.04 1.15 433
A11 Respondents 4.61 1.16 4754
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Appendix B
5 Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #1
Question: Percent of Time: Direct Contact with Students

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 54.90 16.44 72
High School Special Education Teachers 53.99 17.57 261
Elementary Principals 63.96 15.65 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 59.43 16.94 423
A11 Respondents 59.11 17.11 1067

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #2
Question: Percent of Time: Consultation with Regular Teachers

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
: High School Principals 10.69 11.53 72
: High School Special Education Teachers 8.54 9.49 261
: Elementary Principals 7.1% 5.58 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 6.91 4.41 423
A11 Respondents 7.85 7.02 1067

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #3
Question: Percent of Time: Modification of Materials

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.75 3.13 72
High School Special Education Teachers 5.65 4.63 261
Elementary Principals 3.82 3.24 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.66 4.05 423
A11 Respondents 4.66 4.05 1067

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #4
Question: Percent of Time: Student Study Team Participation

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.77 3.94 72
High School Special Education Teachers 3.71 4.52 261
Elementary Principals 5.28 4.23 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.62 3.99 423
A11 Respondents 4.60 4,23 1067
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Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #5
Question: Percent of Time: Preparation for Teaching

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 10.27 5.39 72
High School Special Education Teachers 9.30 5.49 261
tlementary Principals 6.95 5.01 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 7.94 5.39 423
A11 Respondents 8.14 5.40 1067

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #6

Question: Percent of Time: Assessment of Students
Respondent Group Mean Sdev __ Cases
High School Principals 7.18 4.60 72
High School Special Education Teachers 7.52 4.85 261
Elementary Principals 8.83 7.22 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 9.92 7.20 423
A11 Respondents 8.83 6.63 1067

Survey: Resourc Specialist Functions Survey, Item #7

Question: Percent of Time: Administrative Duties
Respondent Group Mean Sdev _ Cases
High School Principals 3.71 5.40 72
High School Special Education Teachers 5.35 7.58 261
Elementary Principals 1.98 3.42 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.81 3.91 423
A11 Respondents 3.25 5.20 1067

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #8

Question: Percent of Time: General Supervision of Students
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.55 4.95 72
High School Special Education Teachers 2.73 4.92 261
Elementary Principals 1.48 2.77 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.18 3.69 423
A11 Respondents 2.14 3.92 1067
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. Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #9A
Question: Percent of Time: Other A

Respondent Group Mean _ Sdev Cases
High School Principals .84 2.75 72
High School Special Education Teachers 1.79 5.05 261
Elementary Principals .41 1.58 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.05 2.90 423
A11 Respondents 1.03 3.32 1067

Survey: Resource Specialist Functions Survey, Item #9B
Question: Percent of Time: Other B

Respendent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 27 1.42 72
High School Special Education Teachers .46 2.31 261
Elementary Principals .10 .75 311
Elementary Special Education Teachers .44 4.94 423
A1l Respondents .33 3.36 1067
LD/RSP Survey Report Page 112 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90
: Q . s
ERIC 132 a

P R R e . .




Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Speciaiist Program Strategies Survey, Item #IR
Question: 1In Regular Class - Weight of Interactive Discussion

Respondent Group Mean  Sdev Cases
High School Principals 12.02 12.46 58
High School Special Education Teachers 9.35 13.26 231
Elementary Principals 6.94 10.85 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.21 7.89 395
A11 Respondents 6.70 10.80 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #1P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Interactive Discussion

Respondent Group Mean __ Sdev Cases
High School Principals 12.83 14.48 58
High School Special Education Teachers 16.64 16.68 231
Elementary Principals 16.52 16.15 265 ‘
Elementary Special Education Teachers 20.12 17.13 395
A11 Respondents 17.82 16.71 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #IT

Question: Total Weight of Interactive Discussion

Respondent Group Mean __Sdev

High School Principals 24.86 14.49

High School Special Education Teachers 26.00 15.72

Elementary Principals 23.46 16.20

Elementary Special Education Teachers 24.34 16.21

A11 Respondents 24.53 15.99
LD/RSP Survey Report Page 113
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #2R
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Cooperative/Team Learning

Respondent Group Mean Sdev__Cases
High School Principals 9.43 8.77 58
High School Special Education Teachers 5.99 9.51 231
Elementary Principals 5.25 7.42 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.99 9.00 395
A11 Respondents 5.16 8.80 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #2P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Cooperative/Team Learning

Respondent Group

High School Principals

Elementary Principals
Elementary Special Education Teachers

Mean _ Sdev
7.63 8.29
High School Special Education Teachers 8.94 10.68
9.88 10.62
12.90 11.76
10.77 11.15

A11 Respondents

Cases
58
231
265
395
949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #2T
Question: Total Weight of Cooperative/Team Learning

Respondent Group _Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 17.06 10.96 58
High School Special Education Teachers 14.94 11.72 231
Elementary Principals 15.14 11.53 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 16.90 12.85 395
A11 Respondents 15.94 12.13 949
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #3R
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Worksheets/Textbook Exercises

Respondent Group Nean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 9.81 10.08 58
High School Special Education Teachers 8.68 11.73 231
Elementary Principals 6.73 9.92 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.38 9.94 395
A11 Respondents €.83 10.50 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #3P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Worksheets/Textbook Exercises

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 9.39 10.95 58
High School Special Education Teachers 12.65 12.91 231
Elementary Principals 16.91 16.12 265
Elementary Speciail Education Teachers 15.66 14.44 395
A11 Respondents 14.90 14,53 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #3T
Question: Total Weight of Worksheets/Textbcok Exercises

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High Scnool Principals 19.21 11.12 58
High School Special Education Teachers 21.34 12.67 231
Elementary Principals 23.65 16.00 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 21.05 14.89 395
A1l Respondents 21.73 14.54 949
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #4R
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Role Playing/Simulation

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 3.32 4.99 58
High School Special Education Teachers 2.21 4.26 231
Elementary Principals 1.76 3.00 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.08 2.53 395
A11 Respondents 1.68 3.38 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #4P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Role Playing/Simulation

Respondent Group

High School Principals

Elementary Principals

Mean Sdev Cases
2.90 4.47 58
High School Special Education Teachers 3.58 5.67 231
3.64 4.79 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.46 6.56 395
3.92 5.79 949

A1l Respondents

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #4T
Question: Total Weight of Role Playing/Simulation

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 6.23 7.60 58
High School Special Education Teachers 5.79 6.40 231
Elementary Principals 5.41 5.82 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.54 6.84 395
A11 Respondents 5.61 6.51 949
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Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #5R
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Multi-media Instruction

Respondent Group

Hean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 6.43 7.76 58
High School Special Education Teachers 4.48 6.53 231
Elementary Principals 2.74 4.33 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.99 4.31 395
3.08 5.35 949

A11 Respondents

Survey: Resource Specialist Proaram Strategies Survey, Item #5P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Multi-media Instruction

Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

Mean Sdev__Cases
5.48 8.85 58
6.26 7.02 231
8.29 11.01 265
10.34 12.56 395
8.47 10.92 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Straiegies Survey, Item #57
Question: Total Weight of Multi-media Instriction

Respondent Group

Mean

High Scheol Principals

High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principdls

Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

LD/RSP Sutvey Report Page 117

11.91
10.75
11.03
12.33
11.56
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Sdev
10.49
7.59
11.32
12.57
11.07

Cases
58
231
265
395
949
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #6R
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Individual Seat-work

Respondent fGroup Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 9.56 11.68 58
High School Special Education Teachers 8.58 13.75 231
Eiementary Principals 6.59 9.82 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.49 8.99 395
A1l Respondents 6.38 10.85 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #6P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Individual Seat-work

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 11.14 13.74 58
High School Special Education Teachers 12.58 14.35 231
Elementary Principals 14.68 14.04 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 15.32 14.50 395
A1l Respondents 14.22 14.34 949

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Strategies Survey, Item #6T
Question: Total Weight of Individual Seat-work

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 20.71 13.75 58
High School Special Education Teachers 21.16 15.89 231
Elementary Principals 21.28 14.06 265
Elementary Special Education Teachers 19.81 14.56 395
A1l Respondents 20.61 14.70 949
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Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #IR
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Whole Class Instruction

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 22.14 22.04 63
High School Special Education Teachers 16.78 21.52 230
Elementary Principals 12.25 17.87 270
Elementary Special Educaticn Teachers 0.44 17.65 394
A11 Respondents 12.84 19.36 987

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #1P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Whole Class Instruction

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principais 11.17 13.93 63
High School Special Education Teachers 19.04 23.16 230
Elementary Principals 8.94 13.86 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 13.56 18.01 394
A11 Respondents 13.42 18.50 957

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #1T

Question: Total Weight of Whole Class Instruction

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 33.32 18.87 63
High School Special Education Teachers 35.83 23.10 230
Elementary Principals 21.20 21.57 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 23.01 21.58 394
A11 Respondents 26.26 22.59 957
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Survey Response Means, Standard Deviati 'ns, and Number of Cases

Survey:
Question:

Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #2R
In Regular Class - Weight of One-to-One Instruction

Survey:
Question:

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 11.64 15.96 63
High School Special Education Teachers 9.42 16.22 230
Elementary Principals 7.09 13.77 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.96 10.25 394
A11 Respondents 6.66 13.51 957

Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #2P
In Pull-Out - Weight of One-to-One Instruction

Survey:
Question:

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 21.64 18.79 63
High School Special Education Teachers 23.35 21.95 230
Elementary Principals 28.02 22.69 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 30.63 23.38 394
A11 Respondents 27.55 22.77 957

Resource Specialist Pregram Grouping Survey, Item #2T
Total Height of One-to-One Instriction

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 120

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 33.28 17.15 63
High School Special Education Teachers 32.77 21.25 230
Elementary Principals 35.11 21.53 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 34.59 21.96 394
A11 Respondents 34.22 21.37 957
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Stancdard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #3R
Question: In Regular Class - Weight of Small Group Instruction

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 13.79 15.57 63
High School Special Education Teachers 10.23 16.64 230
Elementary Principals 8.94 12.91 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 6.05 12.55 394
Al11 Respondents 8.38 14.10 957

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #3P
Question: In Pull-Out - Weight of Small Group Instruction

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 19.60 18.08 63
High School Special Education Teachers 21.15 20.00 230
Eiementary Principals 34.73 27.06 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 36.32 25.85 394
A11 Respondents 31.12 25.40 957

Survey: Resource Specialist Program Grouping Survey, Item #3T
Question: Toial Weight of Small Group Instruction

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 33.39 16.82 63
High School Special Education Teachers 31.39 19.03 230
Elementary Principals 43.67 23.47 270
Elementary Special Education Teachers 42.38 23.92 394
A11 Respondents 39.51 22.85 957
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey': Staff Development Survey, Item #1
Question: The overall quality of the inservice was high.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases .
High School Principals 5.01 1.02 76
High School Regular Education Teachers 4,27 1.44 980
High School Special Education Teachers 4.48 1.24 247
Elementary Principals 5.11 .87 303
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.68 1.23 2674
A11 Respondents 4.61 1.28 4280

Survey: Staff Development Survey, Item #2
Question: The content of the inservice was very meaningful.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.01 .93 7¢
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.16 1.44 984
High School Special Education Teachers 4.4]1 1.23 247
tlementary Principals 5.12 .86 303
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.60 1.22 2675
A11 Respondents 4.53 1.28 4285

Survey: Staff Development Survey, Item #3
Question: The 7nservice was linked to school program goals and objectives.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High' School Principals 4.94 1.32 75
High Schooi Regular Education Teachers 4.55 1.40 982
High School Special Education Teachers 4.68 1.24 246
Elementary Principals 5.27 .95 303
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.05 1.12 2673
A1) Respondents 4,93 1.21 4279

Survey: Staff Development Survey, Item #4
Question: The objectives of the inservice were clear.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.12 1.03 75
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.66 1.29 975
High School Special Education Teachers 4.78 1.24 245
Elementary Principals 5.28 .89 301
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.03 1.14 2669
A11 Respondents 4.95 1.18 4265
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Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Survey, Item #5
Question: The inservice was very beneficial.

Respondent Group

A11 Respondents

Respondent Group

Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.93 1.10 75
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.10 1.51 973
High School Special Education Teachers 4.30 1.32 246
Elementary Principals 5.07 .88 300
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.55 1.29 2672
4.48 1.34 4266
Survey: Staff Development Survey, Item #6

Question: My expectations and needs were met.
Hean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.63 1.21 72
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.93 1.50 974
High School Special Education Teachers 4.10 1.41 247
Elementary Principals 4.94 91 301
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.42 1.34 2666
4,33 1.38 4260

A11 Respondents

Survey: Staff Development Survey, Item #7

Question: Adequate attention was given to arrangements for the inservice,

(time, place, facilities).

Respondent Group

High Schcol Principals

Elementary Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers

Hean Sdev Cases

5.21 .85 73

High School Regular Education Teachers 4.70 1.32 970
High School Special Education Teachers 4.84 1.28 247
5.20 .94 303

5.02 1.17 2671

4.95 1.20 4264

A11 Respondents

Survey: Staff Developmert Survey, Item #8

Question: Foliow-up support for inservice activities was available.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.38 1.38 72
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.73 1.53 949
High School Special Education Teachers 3.95 1.47 246
Elementary Principals 4.51 1.28 301
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.28 1.45 2657
A11 Respondents 4.15 1.48 4225
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #1
Question: Vocational teachers at this sciool have practical experiences in
the occupational fields they are instructing.

Respondent Group _Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.15 1.12 77
High School Assistant Principals 5.20 1.11 206
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.96 1.19 960
High School Special Education Teachers 5.04 1.14 253
A11 Respondents 5.02 1.17 1456

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #2
Question: The principal at this school supports a job-specific skill

curriculum.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.02 1.22 77
High School Assistant Principals 4.84 1.16 207
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.13 1.45 950
High School Special Education Teachers 4.00 1.52 251
A1l Respondents 4.25 1.45 1485

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #3
Question: The business community cooperates with this school in helping
students with learning disabilities obtain employment.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.75 1.26 78
High School Assistant Principals 4.66 1.17 207
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.23 1.28 891
High School Special Education Teachers 4.82 1.16 255
A1l Respondents 4.43 1.27 1431

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #4
Question: lhe school curriculum for students with learning disabilities
stresses skills essential For maintaining employment.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.92 1.02 76
High School Assistant Principals 4.83 .99 205
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.33 1.20 924
High School Special Education Teachers 4.37 1.44 256
A1l Respondents 4.44 1.23 1461
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #5
Question: Community-school support programs are available for students
with learning disabilities who experience work-related problems.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.33 1.35 77
High School Assistant Principals 4.58 1.25 204
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.05 1.27 816
High School Special Education Teachers 4.52 1.39 249
A11 Respondents 4.23 i.32 1346

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #6
Question: Job-skill training 1is articulated throughout the school

curriculum.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.22 1.40 77
High School Assistant Principals 4.32 1.27 209
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.73 1.40 1113
High School Special Education Teachers 3.96 1.50 257
A11 Respondents 3.86 1.42 1656

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #7
Question: Students with learning disabilities at this school understand
the required skills for the career of their choice.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.55 1.22 78
High School Assistant Principals 4.39 1.11 204
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.95 1.24 1035
High School Special Education Teachers 4.12 1.19 258
A1l Respondents 4.06 1.23 1575

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #8
Question: Job-specific skill training is provided for students with
learning disabilities.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.60 1.38 78
High School Assistant Principals 4.53 1.15 207
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.12 1.32 1093
High School Special Education Teachers 4.20 1.41 256
A11 Respondents 4.20 1.32 1634
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #9
Question: Job-interview training is provided for students with learning

disabilities.

Respondent Group

High School Principals

Mean Sdev Cases

4,78 1.35 78

High School Assistant Principals 4.72 1.07 203
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.24 1.25 958
High School Special Education Teachers 4.61 1.28 258
1.25 1497

A1l Respondents

4.40

aurvey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #10
Question: Consumer education is included in the curriculum for students

with learning disabilities.

Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
A1l Respondents

Mean Sdev Cases
5.14 1.04 78
4.93 1.04 205
4.46 1.19 1027
4.78 1.22 257
4.51 1.19 1567

Survey: Transition for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #11

Question: Skills to assist students with

learning disabilities manage

their financial matters are included in the curriculum.

Respondent Group

| Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.09 1.04 77
High School Assistant Principals 4.85 1.01 201
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.32 1.22 995
High School Special Education Teachers 4.59 n.24 257
A1l Respondents 4.48 1.21 1530
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Appendix B

" Respondent Group

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #1
Question: Weight - Improved Classroom Behavior

A11 Respondents

Question: Weight - Improved Reading Skills

Respondent Group

Res| Mean  Sdev  Cases
High School Principals 11.58 8.50 70
High School Assistant Principals 10.68 7.78 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 12.79 11.08 1128
High School Special Education Teachers 9.53 10.21 247
Elementary Principals 8.29 8.14 297
Elementary Assistant Principals 8.97 7.72 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 12.29 10.20 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 8.11 7.29 409

11.52 10.04 5098

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #2

High School Principals

Elementary Principals

A11 Respondents

Respondent Group

Mean Sdev Cases
17.75 10.75 70
High School Assistant Principals 15.23 8.84 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 13.67 11.05 1128 |
High School Special Education Teachers 17.76 12.32 247 |
18.13 13.14 297 |
Elementary Assistant Principals 15.15 9.86 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 17.55 12.19 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 18.54 12.77 409
16.65 11.98 5098

Survey: Exit Criter’a for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #3
Question: Weight - Improved Communication Skills

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special tducation Teachers
A11 Respondents
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Mean Sdev

10.42 6.44

10.69 6.46 190
9.35 7.50 1128
9.95 8.23 247
11.14 8.87 297
10.76 6.59 175
9.68 6.92 2582
9.17 7.82 409
9.75 7.30 5098

|
|
Cases
70
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #4
Question: Werght - Improved Computation Skills

deat Grou

Mean

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

12.00
9.90
9.12
9.59

11.75

10.46
9.70

11.24
9.87

Sdev
8.1-8
6.6;
7.41
8.40
7.51
6.93
7.68
8.41
7.69

Cases
70
190
1128
247
297
175
2582
409
5098

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #5

Question: Weight - Improved Self-Concept
Respondent Group

Mean Sdev__ Cases
High School Principals 12.33 7.89 70
High School Assistant Principals 13.73 9.83 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 12.83 10.68 1128
High School Special Education Teachers 10.30 9.75 247
Elementary Principals 12.07 8.47 297
Elementary Assistant Principals 13.72 11.58 175
Elementary Reguiar Education Teachers 12.34 9.46 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 9.94 9.10 409

12.24 $.79 5098

A1l Respondents

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learring Disabled Students Survey, Item #6

Question: Weight - Time on Task Adjustment

Respondent Group

Mean Sdev  Cases
High School Principals 5.98 5.73 70
High School Assistant Principals 7.24 5.80 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 8.08 6.75 1128
High School Special Education Teachers 8.30 7.66 247
Elementary Principals 7.75 6.42 297
Elementary Assistant Principals 7.35 5.86 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 8.83 7.19 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 7.82 6.42 409

8.35 6.93 5098

A1l Respondents
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #7

Question: Neight - Improved School Adjusiment

Respondent &ro
High School Principals

Elementary Principals

Group Mean Sdev Cases

8.05 6.54 70

High School Assistant Principals 8.13 5.95 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 7.77 9.58 1128
High School Special Education Teachers 5.99 6.82 247
6.48 5.94 297

Elementary Assistant Principals 7.10 5.37 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 6.20 5.47 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.51 5.74 409
6.62 6.77 5098

A11 Respondents

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabied Students Survey, Item #8

Question: Weight - More Desire to Learn

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 7.00 6.97 70
High School Assistant Principals 7.30 6.17 160
High School Regular Education Teachers 9.12 8.16 1128
High Schoel Special Education Teachers 8.11 7.23 247
Elementary Principals 7.24 6.39 297
Elementary Assistant Principais 7.87 6.34 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 8.82 7.50 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 7.23 6.94 409
A11 Respondents 8.52 7.47 5088

survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Suivey, Iiem #9

Question: Weight - More Commitment to Homework

Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Assistant Principals

High School Reguiar Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Assistant Principals
Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents
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dean Sdev Cases
3.97 4.84 70
4.04 3.70 190
5.78 5.68 1128
5.58 5.52 247
3.39 4.10 297
4.09 4.11 175
4.50 5.08 2582
4.65 6.47 409
4.80 5.28 5098
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Survey:

Survey:

Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #10 -
Question: Weight - Improved Social Ciriteria

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases -

High School Principals 5.95 5.61 70

High School Assistant Principals 7.55 5.71 190

High School Regular Education Teachers 6.64 6.51 1128

High School Special Education Teachers 5.90 5.86 247

Elementary Principals 5.14 5.15 297

Elementary Assistant Principals 6.91 5.05 175

Elementary Regular Education Teachers 6.67 5.96 2582

Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.53 4.42 409

A1l Respondents 6.40 5.93 5098

Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #11
Question: Weight - Discrepancy Criteria

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.40 9.35 70
High School Assistant Principals 4.08 9.00 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 2.44 4.94 1128
High School Special Education Teachers 6.41 14.56 247
Elementary Principals 7.57 15.65 297
Elementary Assistant Principals 5.95 10.76 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.43 5.87 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 9.75 17.61 409
A11 Respondents 3.72 9.26 5098

Exit Criteria for Learning Di<aoied Students Survey, Item #12A
Question: Weight - Others Number One
Respondent Group Mean Sdev  Cases
High School Principals .44 2.11 70
High School As<istant Principals 1.37 6.90 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.34 5.32 1128
High School Special Education Teachers 1.87 8.27 247
Elementary Principals .96 8.19 297
Elementary Assistant Principals 1.30 6.49 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .68 4.78 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.93 9.72 409
A11 Respondents 1.12 6.02 5098
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Appendix B

Question: Weight - Others Number Two
v Respondent Group

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Exit Criteria for Learning Disabled Students Survey, Item #12B

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 131

151

Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .07 .59 70
High School Assistant Principals .00 .00 190
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.01 3.99 1128
High School Special Education Teachers .65 3.72 247
Elementary Principals .02 .28 297
Elementary Assistant Principals .30 1.64 175
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .15 2.01 2582
Elementary Special Education Teachers .53 3.95 409
Al1 Respondents .38 2.78 5098
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Appendix B

Survey Response Mecans, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #1A
Question: CHECK - Strategies for teaching reading

Respondent Group

Mean

Sdev Cases

High School Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Specia® Tducation Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

.43

.51

.36
.57

.41

.46
.44

.49 90
1.26 1294
.49 271
.49 332
.49

.49

.75

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #1B
Question: Number of Sessions - Strategies for te-ching reading

Respondent Group

Mean

Sdev Cases

High School Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A11 Respondents

2.58
5.0
2.07
2.50
2.12
2.10
2.71

2.79 34
10.00 336
2.24 81
2.00 168
3.44 1010
2.11 170
5.26 1799

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #2A

Question: CHECK - Strategies for teaching math

Respondent Group

Hean

Sdev Cases

High School Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A1l Respondents

.40
.18
.19
.62
.44
.47
.38

.49
.53
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Appendix B
Swrvey Rezponse Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

LD/RSP Survey Report Page 133 l ,).,3

Survey: Staff Deveiopment Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #2B
Question: Numbe» of Sessions - Strategies for teaching math
Respondent Grotp Mean Sdev Cases
High Schoo! Principals 3.12 3.87 31
High School Regular kducation Teachers 13.33 21.64 255
High School Specizl Education Teachers 2.00 2.03 44
Elementary Principais 2.63 2.83 186
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.10 2.47 1092
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.14 2.73 174
A11 Respondents 3.78 9.36 1782
Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #3A
Question: CHECK - Strategies for teaching 1anguage
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .42 .49 90
High School Regular Education Teachers .46 1.22 1296
High School Special Education Teachers .35 .47 271
£lementary Principals .64 .47 332
Elementary Regular Education Teachers A7 .50 2942
Elementary Special Education Teachers .50 .56 440
A1l Respondents 47 .74 5371
Survay: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #3B
Question: Number of Sessions - Strategies for teaching language
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.06 1.59 33
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.43 8.96 263
High School Special Education Teachers 2.28 2.61 75
Elementary Principals 2.99 2.78 186
tlementary Regular E£ducation Teachers 2.26 2.59 1146
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.31 2.89 186
A11 Respondents 2.50 4.15 1899

CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90




Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #4A
Question: CHECK - Strategies for teaching LEP students

Respendent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .38 .49 90
High School Regular Education Teachers .20 .42 1203
High School Special Education Teachers .23 .42 271
Elementary Principals .45 .49 331
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .23 .42 2940
Elementary Special Education Teachers .35 .47 440
A11 Respondents .25 44 5275

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #4B
Question: Number of Sessions - Strategies for teaching LEP students

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.00 1.48 31
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.94 5.34 226
High School Special Education Teachers 1.58 1.26 48
Elementary Principals 2.17 2.62 136
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.74 2.37 627
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.52 1.45 136
A1l Respondents 1.80 3.07 1204
Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #5A
Question: CHECK - Strategies for working with high risk students
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .50 .50 90
High School Regular Education Teachers .30 .51 1185
High School Special Education Teachers .39 .48 271
Elementary Principals .44 .49 331
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .24 .43 2941
Elementary Special Education Teachers .39 .49 440
A11 Respondents .29 .47 5258
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #5B
Question: Number of Sessions - Strategies for working with high risk

students
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.14 1.93 41
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.34 2.15 468
High School Special Education Teachers 1.78 1.37 83
Elementary Principals 2.28 2.99 135
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.75 1.80 656
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.78 1.77 152
A11 Respondents 1.69 2.03 1535

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #6A
Question: CHECK - Classroom management

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .43 .52 90
High School Regular Education Teachers .40 .59 1205
High Scheool Special Education Teachers .43 .49 271
Elementary Principals .51 .50 331
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .35 .48 2941
A1l Respondents .38 .51 5278

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #6B
Question: Number of Sessions - Classroom management

\
|
|
|
|

Elementary Special Education Teachers .41 .49 440

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.45 2.26 31
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.46 2.63 517
High School Special Education Teachers 2.17 2.39 87
Elementary Principals 2.30 3.18 156
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.03 3.03 886
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.96 2.57 152
A1l Respondents 1.90 2.87 1829
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #7A .
Question: CHECK - Strategies for teaching mainstream students with special
needs

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .28 .45 89
High School Regular Education Teachers .18 .46 1203
High 3chool Special Education Teachers .33 .47 271
Elementary Principals .36 .48 330
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .15 .36 2940
Elementary Special Education Teachers .29 .45 440
A11 Respondents .20 .41 5273

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #7B
Question: Number of Sessions - Strategies for teaching mainstream students
with special needs

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 1.60 1.52 23
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.24 2.48 354
High School Special Education Teachers 1.76 1.48 77
Elementary Principals 1.46 1.15 111
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.65 4.75 435
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.66 1.79 112
A1l Respondents 1.51 3.38 1112

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #8AA
Question: CHECK - Other A

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .25 .46 89
high School Regular Education Teachers .27 .56 1206
High School Special Education Teachers .31 .46 271
Eiementary Principals .35 .48 331
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .33 .48 2941
Elementary Special Education Teachers .37 .48 437
A1l Respondents .32 .50 5275
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #8AB
Question: Number of Sessions - Other A
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.26 1.55 19
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.54 2.25 449
High Schocl Special Education Teachers 2.36 2.39 76
Elementary Principals 3.01 5.11 132
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.23 2.31 953
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.97 2.20 160
A1l Respondents 2.10 2.62 1789
Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #8BA
Question: CHECK - Other B
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .14 .35 89
High School Regular Education Teachers 12 .39 1203
High School Special Education Teachers .15 .36 271
Elementary Principals .18 .38 331
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .16 .36 2938
Elementary Special Education Teachers .21 .42 436
A1l Respondents .15 .37 5268
Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #8BB
Question: Number of Sessions - Other B
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 1.78 .89 14
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.27 2.49 310
High School Special Education Teachers 2.24 2.57 41
Elementary Principals 2.51 3.04 72
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.75 1.55 457
tlementary Special Education Teachers 2.16 2.80 89
A1l Respondents 1.71 2.20 983
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #8CA

Question: CHECK - Other C
Respondent Group

High School Principals

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers
Elementary Principals

Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers
A1l Respondents

Mean Sdev Cases
.09 .28 88
07 .29 1207
07 .26 270
.10 .31 329
07 .26 2938
.10 31 428
.07 .27 3260

Survey: Staff Development Areas of Inservice Survey, Item #8CB

Question: Number of Sessions - Other C

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 1.77 1.64 9
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.79 3.31 245
High School Special Education Teachers 1.25 J1 20
Elementary Principals 2.62 3.74 43
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.67 1.51 209
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.47 3.57 48
A1l Respondents 1.85 2.78 574
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #1A
Question: Number of Inservices - Local School

Respondent Group

High School Principals

Elementary Principals

Mean Sdev Cases
4.00 2.66 60
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.15 5.00 794
High School Special Education Teachers 3.68 3.37 163
6.19 6.93 255
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 3.94 4.08 1845
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.25 4.54 297
3.94 4.62 3414

A11 Respondents

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #1B
Question: Rating of Inservices - Local School

Resbondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.83 .96 65
High School Reguiar Education Teachers 4.03 1.34 663
High School Special Education Teachers 4.12 1.14 170
Elementary Principals 4.82 .88 267
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.56 1.06 1952
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.55 1.07 303
A11 Respondents 4.46 1.13 3420

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #2A
Question: Number of Inservices - District Office

LD/RSP Survey Report

Responaent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 3.85 4.13 48
High School Regular Education Teachers 2.45 5.39 688
High School Special Education Teachers 5.29 9.99 155
Elementary Principals 7.30 13.43 228
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.84 10.03 1652
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.04 8.80 265
A11 Respondents 4.51 9.4] 3036
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #2B *
Question: Rating of Inservices - District Office

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases ’

High School Principals 4.79 74 53

High School Regular Education Teachers 3.76 1.62 585

High School Special Education Teachers 4.28 1.10 171

Elementary Principals 4.71 .97 238

Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.41 1.20 1787

Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.43 1.20 296

A1l Respondents 4.31 1.29 3130

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #3A
Question: ANumber of Inservices - County Office

Respondent Group Mean Sdey. Cases
High School Principals 2.41 3.30 29
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.02 9.70 443
High School Special Education Teachers 3.97 9.75 67
Elementary Principals 5.48 12.34 152
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.91 9.08 829
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.28 5.53 155
A1l Respondents 3.15 9.31 1675

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #3B
Question: Rating of Inservices - County Office

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.42 1.03 33
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.01 1.70 208
High School Special Education Teachers 4.35 1.21 65
Elementary Principals 4.57 1.06 133
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.59 1.20 645
Elementary Spacial Education Teachers 4.69 1.05 121
A1l Respondents 4.48 1.29 1205
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #4A

Question: Number of Inservices - Selpa

Respondent Groub Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 1.76 2.90 17
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.55 7.71 296
High School Special Education Teachers 2.26 2.49 72
Elementary Principals 2.73 5.64 79
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.37 4.4]1 399
Elementary Special Education Teachers 2.53 4.64 155
A11 Respondents 1.77 5.60 1018
Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, item #4B
Question: Rating of Inservices - Selpa
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 5.00 .81 10
High School Regular Education Teachers 1.86 2.21 22
High School Special Education Teachers 4.31 1.24 61
Elementary Principals 4.48 1.34 49
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.45 1.45 107
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.63 1.19 122
A1l Respondents 4.35 1.50 371
Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #5A
Question: Number of Inservices - S.D.E.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals .64 .84 14
High School Regular Education Teachers .93 5.42 196
High School Special Education Teachers .54 2.30 37
Elementary Principals .55 1.44 61
Elementary Regular Education Teachers .31 2.23 371
Elementary Special Education Teachers .24 715 69
A11 Respondents .50 3.27 748
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Appendix B

Survey Respense Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #5B

Question: Rating of Inservices - S.D.E.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 4.62 .74 8
High School Regular Education Teachers 2.41 1.91 93
High School Special Education Teachers 3.61 1.38 13
Elementary Principals 4.40 1.27 20
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 4.18 1.50 71
Elementary Special Education Teachers 3.85 1.99 14
A11 Respondents 3.41 1.88 219
Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #6AA
Question: ANumber of Inservices - Other A
Respondent Group Mean Sdev  Cases
High School Principals 2.71 1.79 7
High School Regular Education Teachers 9.19 16.65 168
High School Special Education Teachers 3.53 2.54 26
Elementary Principals 2.67 4.20 34
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 2.07 2.95 202
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.37 7.39 56
A11 Respondents 4,95 10.73 493
Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #6AB
Question: Rating of Inservices - Other A
Respondent Group dean Sdev Cases
High School Principals £.00 .70 9
High School Regular Education Teachers 3.32 2.11 117
High School Special Education Teachers 4.85 1.04 34
Elementary Principals 5.17 .85 39
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.00 1.17 226
Elementary Special Education Teachers 5.17 1.00 62
A11 Respondents 4.62 1.58 487
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #6BA

Question: Number of Inservices - Other B

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 2.00 .00 1
High School Regular Education Teachers 10.41 16.14 96
High School Special Education Teachers 3.00 4.24 5
Elementary Principals 1.33 .57 3
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.11 .94 36
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.50 1.19 8
A11 Respondents 7.20 13.67 149
surveay: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #6BL
Question: Rating of Inservices - Other B
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principals 6.00 .00 1
High School Regular Education Teachers 2.00 2.14 45
High School Special Education Teachers 5.33 .81 6
Elementary Principals 5.16 1.16 6
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 5.10 1.09 50
Elementary Special Education Teachers 4.87 1.45 8
A11 Respondents 3.90 2.19 116
Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inservices, Item #6CA
Guestion: Number of Inservices - Other C
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
High School Principais 2.00 .00 1
High School Regular Education Teachers 4.60 7.60 51
High School Special Education Teachers 1.00 1.73 3
Elementary Principals 1.50 .70 2
Elementary Regular Education Teachers 1.36 3.40 19
Elementary Special Education Teachers 1.00 1.41 2
A1l Respondents 3.47 6.54 78
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Staff Development Ratings of Inscrvices, Item #6CB
Guestion: Rating of Inservices - Other C

Respondent Group

High School Regular Education Teachers
High School Special Education Teachers

Elementary Principals

Elementary Regular Education Teachers
Elementary Special Education Teachers

A1l Respondents

LD/RSP Survey Report
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Mean Sdev Cases
1.82 2.62 17
5.66 .57 3
4.66 .57 3
5.00 1.41 18
5.50 .70 2
3.79 2.47 43
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #1
Question: The purposes and priorities of the school are clear to me.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular tducation Student 4.90 1.23 11381
Parent: Special Education Student 4.87 1.26 3751
A11 Respondents 4.89 1.24 17132

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #2
Question: My child is encouraged to learn as much and as fast as possible.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
. Parent: Regular Education Student 4.73 1.30 11367
: Parent: Special Education Student 4.72 1.37 5760
. A11 Respondents 4.73 1.33 17127

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #3
Question: My child’s teachers are very enthusiastic.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.85 1.28 11314
Parent: Special Education Student 4.89 1.31 5727
A1l Respondents 4.86 1.29 17041

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #4
Question: I am corfident that my child is safe while at school.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.01 1.26 11446
Parent: Special Education Student 4.94 1.36 5799
A1l Respondents 4.99 1.30 17245

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #5
Question: The rules of behavior at school have been made very clear to me.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.33 1.09 11434
Parent: sSpecial Education Student 5.32 1.11 5801
A1l Pespondents v.32 1.09 17235

Page 145 CIRC @ UCR - 04/30/%0

165




Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #6
Question: My child has pride in the school and tries to keep it neat and

ciean.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.24 1.03 11390
Parent: Special Education Student 5.07 1.13 5762
A11 Respondents 5.18 1.07 17152

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #7
Question: I am actively encouraged to become involved in school

activities.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.62 1.44 11407
Parent: Special Education Student 4.40 1.48 5745
A11 Respondents 4.55 1.4% 17152

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #8
Question: My child’s teachers expect my child to graduate from high

school.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.56 .95 11236
Parent: Special Education Student 5.30 1.18 5640
Al1 Respondents 5.47 1.04 16876

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #9
Question: I am encouraged to visit classrooms.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.48 1.57 11245
Parent: Special Education Student 4.52 1.55 5707
Al1 Respondents 4.49 1.56 16952

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #10
Question: My child’s teachers think that I have an important contribution
to make in my child’s education.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Rzgular Education Student 5.05 1.24 11132
Parent: Special Education Student 5.06 1.25 5648

A11 Respondents 5.06 1.24 16780

Page 146 CERC @ UCR - 04/30/90

166




Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #11
Question: I am kept aware of my child’s progress.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.04 1.29 11263
Parent: Special Education Student 5.04 1.32 5722
A11 Respondents 5.04 1.30 16985

Survey: Paren* Survey, Item #12

Question: I am encouraged by teachers to help my child with his/her

homework.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.62 1.52 11198
Parent: Special Education Student 4.90 1.38 5715
A1l Respondents 4.71 1.48 16913

Survey: Pareat Survey, Item #13

Question: My child’s teachers contact me regularly to discuss his/her

work.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Studcit 3.73 1.81 11199
Parent: Special Education Student 4.20 1.68 5723
Al11 Respondents 3.89 1.78 16922
Survey: Parent Survey, Item #14
Question: My child’s teachers stress academic achievement.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.92 1.26 11144
Parent: Special Education Student 4.85 1.29 5594
A1l Respondents 4.89 1.27 16738

Survey* Parent Survey, Item #15

Question: My child is continuously encouraged by teachers to work hard.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.97 1.24 11210
Parent: Special Education Student 5.04 1.23 5689
A1l Respondents 4.99 1.24 16899
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Appendix B

Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

survey: Parent Survey, Item #16

Question: The principal expects all students from this school to graduate

from high school.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.14 1.25 10880
Parent: Special Education Student 5.08 1.28 5442
A11 Respondents 5.12 1.26 16322

survey: Parent Survey, Item #17

Question: My child has learned good study habits at school.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.63 1.41 11243
Parent: Special Education Student 4.42 1.48 5708
A1l Respondents 4.56 1.44 16951

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #18

Question: My child spends most of his/her day on reading, math, English,

and social studies.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 4.78 1.36 11114
Parent: Special Education Student 4.58 1.44 5632
A1l Respondents 4.71 1.39 16746

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #19

Question: My child does homework at least three school nights a week.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 5.10 1.43 11203
Parent: Special Education Student 4.54 1.70 5703
A11 Respondents 4.91 1.55 16906

sSurvey: Parent Survey, Item #20
Question: My cnild’s teachers provide me with ideas
school werk.

to help my child with

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Regular Education Student 3.84 1.76 11206
Parent: Special Education Student 4.05 1.70 5716
A11 Respondents 3.91 1.74 16922
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #21
Question: I was encouraged to participate in my child’s IEP meeting.

Respondent Group - Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 5.13 1.41 5527
A11 Respondents 5.13 1.41 5527

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #22
Question: The IEP team listened to my comments during the IEP team

meeting.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 5.05 1.45 5305
A11 Respondents 5.05 1.45 5305

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #23
Question: Since my child has been participating in the Resource Specialist
Program, he/she is doing better with regular class school work.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 5.12 1.28 5611
A1l Respondents 5.12 1.28 5611

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #24
Question: The resource specialist teacher keeps me well informed on my
child’s success with his/her individualized special education

program.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.87 1.48 5626
A1l Respondents 4.87 1.48 5626

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #25
Question: My child has many friends in this school who do not receive
special edu-ation services.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.97 1.39 5521
A1l Respondents 4.97 1.39 5521
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #26 *
Question: I have been encouraged by my child’s special education teacher
to visit his/her special education classes.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.28 1.70 5583
A11 Respondents 4.28 1.70 5583

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #27
Question: My child participates in many school activities held by the
school that relate to school work.

Respondent &roup Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 3.88 1.71 5567
A11 Respondents 3.88 1.71 5567

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #28
Question: My child is getting a good education through the assistance
provided by the special education program.

Respondent &roup Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 5.13 1.26 5651
Al11 Respondents 5.13 1.26 5651

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #29
Question: My child’s special education teacher contacts me often to inform
me about my child’s progress in the special education class.

Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.40 1.69 5583
A11 Respondents 4.40 1.69 5583

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #30
Question: I feel that I understand my child’s individualized educational

program.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.99 1.32 5627
A1l Respondents 4.99 1.32 5627
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Appendix B
Survey Response Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Cases

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #31
I known when my child’s individualized educational program will

Question:
be reviewed by the school.
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.92 1.53 5582
4.92 1.53 5582

A1l Respondents

Survey: Parent Survey, Item #32
My child enjoys attending his/her special education classes.

Question:
Respondent Group Mean Sdev Cases
Parent: Special Education Student 4.98 1.42 5609

4.98 1.42 5609

A1l Respondents
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